it. yr.H» 
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No. 21] NEW DELHI, SATURDAY JULY 26. 1986/SRAVANA 4, 1908 

"= —« E ^-...-.-tr ------^ . - --- ,,t ---- - -r.— --i- 

PT WFT hp«i >j;«5 fi Bmfl f ^ if pt in* 

Stparato paglBt k to thh Part la arte tet N nay b* 81i4 m • ngurait tompfliiOon 


vm n—3—TIT-^ (Bi) 


(W«r tifir «fiT i w rw4t BViwp) srf’tnintpif iro Bnr6r ?W[ nt? antw «rtt 

Ord«rs and Notiflcatioos Issued by the Central Authorities fother than the Administration of Union 

Territories) 

irrorlHifw arniW 

’tI 10 i98e 

WT, w. 142 ;—nrirW wst ifr w | ni% ipV % ?fiwi ( 2 ) *r >i«n ftr-ffcc tnrr Pran ^nn 
^7 finr jft w«i ( 3 ) Jf PrpTfrsi PtsW^t star % pr ^?vj=wr ( 4 ) t ^rr^ rmr^ ^rsr 5r;^?r 

sTRi#, sftr nftiPnnr, lesi wr Pmf iitr n^ftrr (s) Jr imr Tj^rftrs Wf Jf 

ft aly r wpft >pr %nrT rrw »Rr% iftr j rrasr srTfiirrr fVftr Ir srf^ Jf nrrw W % ! 

ifTr srorfiriff Jr rr«r!F fcr sipt tt ift irr rfr sJtt sim ^rw ^rs^Vsn^ir ftprr ^ irr 7 j;t% 

5TO fcr ’F?: TT, uft Trt PPIK «F^ 'TWI^ pTSf^ ITFfN W nmaFT ^ W ^ fi|T ’m WfT455rTr fiT(^ 

Ttf wP?f W1F IF «ifW^ # ^ 

TO, TO, PTFtro TOfpr ^iftrfJrTO "ft aro lo-s: % Jf sST wtoft ^ ( 4 ) Jr ft-PrIW Buf^ff sfr ^ % 

fefr ft rm sf FT Pc# TTwr rtir/FTO ^ ^ Prrot toft ^ toft TirrJr 'rfk wrtir sfT Jr fPt 

^ srrFFrfa ^ fFtr Pi sttfi ^ 1 

rrrr^ 


1 . ■ 5 ^tBT’''TOiT Jr finro toti sf sa^rmr 

FTErTTOPrstro, 1985 


dt UTpIFT 'FTOf, 
TOT 

'fr, nJVTTfr, 

TOTt ^TOTOJ, 
fiTTTT S7:^5»r7, :T%r 


Ptfir TOT Tptfws -^rpT V TOFT 
Jf Prsfro TOff srr Jr^ 
stPf^ Fff Ttot ^ I 
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1 2 

3 

4 

5 

2. TEJir ?r brsTA tmr ’tn 

i9S5 

103-^PrfL 
(w.ar.srr, ) 

rwft STEJH, 

41, 

urarr wr-T'irr, 

f^r^TT j 1 

f^fir ffRT 4irT 4 

fharfq-if Bwf »trr Snr 
:T^r fTirr 1 

3. —^— 

10 

) 

afl 

ttPf 

41, 4bm4bTr, 
ftRT awmi, ?#tfrr 1 

firaifTT »iT4f ^ aft ^ 

fTTr ^ i 



'41 fJt 41?^ 
unTiL. wnrimr, 

Lett ’5(t 441, gflar i 

firiq 5ET srtfwi flf5 4: 

4 ®T4f »(rr ^ 

!frf^ 1 

5.' —>1^— 

1 0 

«fl mifl, 

41. 

Lrtrr Tslftr i 


— 

109-SfeT.-(l 

■41 aim ^ tiirrT, 

41, r, 

41. tfif. fsrrar, 

>pr ^ 

7 

11 

all «THT4T Tl^, 
tl!r41. 5^1 
ffPTT OTfiafK, 1 

— 

— at^— 

I la-fwr 

a41 aftfap?! ITT , 

VPT ^tajaptfl, 

41. WR4l413fl, 

ftfiTT an^PTJii'r, gitnr i 

-afr— 

—ar^r-- 

— anil — 

^TTV^*pfir3T TTTzT, 

^ <,T, 

fV'li 1 


10. —ar^t— 


<41 afurta- mTTtrniT, 

maf HOriisfl, 

41, awlPifl:^, 

I^TTr aTSTmfla;, 

Wr skt, R^fspf tlfir <T furq 

4 Pf<tfT4 asTfil W ?niT 
t; 1 fia fir "HI ^ 1 

11. —- 


<41 T<rsflcr ilfr, 

TO/'fr. rmjT, 
ftlTT qr^pTJjVf, 1 

—ar^— 
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ELECTION COMMISSION OF INDIA 
New Delhi, the lOlh June, 1986 
ORDERS 

O.N, 142.—^Wherea ,5 the Election Commission is satisfied 
that each of the contesting candidates specified in column 
(4) of the Table below at the election to Orissa Legislative 
Assenrjbly as specified in column (2) and held from the con¬ 
stituency specified in column (3) against his name has failed 
to lodge an account of his election expenses or failed to 
lodge 'ibe account within the time and or in the manner, as 
shown in column (5) of the said Table as required by the 
Representation of the People Act. 1951 and the Rules made 
thereunder ; 


And wereas the said candidates have either not furnished 
any reason or explanation for the said failure even after the 
notice or the Election Commission, after considering the re¬ 
presentations made by fbam, If any is satisfied that rncy have 
no good reason or justification for the said failure ; 

Now. therefore, in pursuance of section lOA of the said 
Act, the Election Commission hereby declares the persons 
specified in column (4) of the Table below to be disquall- 
fled for being chosen as, and for being a member of cither 
House of the Parliament or of the Legislative Assembly or 
Legislative Council of a State|Union Territory for a period 
of 3 yeraa from the date of this order. 
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TABLE 


SI. PirticaWa of eleotion S. No. & Name of Name & A-idross of tlio Reason for disqualification 

Assembly Constituency contesting candidate 


I. General Election to Orissa 33. Kendrrapara 
IvOgislative Assembly, 1985 


Shri Khageswar Nayak, 
Vill. Basupur 
P.O. Aripada, 

V a : Kendraparr, 

D stt. Cuttack, 

Orissa. 


Failed to lodge account 
within time and in the 
manner required by law. 


103. Udayag r (ST) 


104. Phulbani(SC) 


Failed to lodge account in 
tlie manner required by 
law. 


Smt. Tarabat Pradhan, 
Vill. Birang 
P. O. Kaladi, 

Via : Smangada, 

Dist. Phulbani, 

Orissa. 


Shri Mahadev Mahananda, Failed to ledge any 
Vill. Nediguda, account. 

P.O. Titraponga, 

Distt. Phulbani, 

Orissa. 


4. 

-do- 

-do- 

Shri Braja Mohan Behera, 
Vill. & P.O. Jhagadapntn, 
Dittt. Phulbani, 

Orissa. 

Failed to lodge account in 
the manner required by 
law. 

5. 

-do- 

107. Kantabanji 

Shri Mahadov Majhi 

P.O. Chuliphunka 

Distt. Balangir 

Orissa, 

Failed to lodge any 
account. 

6 . 

-do- 

109. Saintala 

Shri Bharat Chandra Behera 
At-Chhan chrada 

P.O. Kararatala 

P.S. Suniala 

Distt. Balangir 

Orissa. 

-do- 

7. 

-do- 

110. Loisingha 

Shri Bhagbana Kalot 

At/P.O. Burda 

Dist. Balangir 

Orirsa. 

-do- 

8 . 

-do- 

113. Binka 

Shri Vovinda Sahu 

Vill. Kendumundi 

P.O. Jharanipali 

Distt. Balangir, 

Orissa. 

-do- 
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9. General Election to Orissa Legis- 113. Binka 
lativc Assembly 1985 


10 . -do- 


-do¬ 


ll. -do- 


-do- 


SKri Parikshita Kama, Failed to lodge any account. 
At/P.O, Sinkara, 

Distt. Babngir, 

Orissa. 

Shri Jibardhan Bharasagar, 

Vill. Sarangpali, 

P.O. Bankigiridi, 

Distt. Balangir, 

Orissa. 

Shri Ranjit Moher, -do- 

At/PO Rampur 
Distt. Balangir, 

Orissa. 


Failed to lodge acoount 
within time and in the 
manner required by la 


[No, 76/OR-LA/85] 

w.iT. 143 :—PwWr wnfPr tt mmiR ^ ft: tfi% ^ nTtnft ram ( 2 ) *r mr fkftfW 'rfmn ^ 

rmr lass ^ fint rft rrrm ( 3 ) ir ^ ^ jrrr wm ( 4 ) 4 ftFffr g trt 

simiff, rfft: sifttftivw wftrfinm, 1951 ?r^tihr iir Pmff irtr utHI % r^rm ( 5 ) *r rrt ijr Jr 

fmftm wmf TT qwr rimr ^ dVt/?mT rftftrr rTTfw Jr | ; 

rftr ^ imtftnff ^ rrmirr ftq 3n% Tt srt ^ ttn'Errar ftnt Rr at rrrt ^r^ fctr qr 

ftq wwri^4Hi, TT, irft vtf >fri^ % tr^Rr^ rmiPr "in af tmtunr i^t mT t ft: TirT 7<fcT wa^OTar % fitn qfr^ 

*nrft?r qn^r qr nmrtftTtir' -n[l ^ j' 1 f 1 ■ ■ : , ' 

rttr: sw, PnrfttR wqhr ^ rtftrftira ^ ottt 1 o-r % it 4ftr qfl OTtoft % wm ( 4 ) Jr ft ft ft td >irftarfr vt twr ^ 
ftafr wt ERR % nT fWf Tnnj/<ftr Tim iStr >ift fwT mn rmr ftma ^ ^t qmt ifft fft Jrftnt nftrr^ jrrfN- Jr rfta 

qij qit y r m ^ fw ^ ftrrj «flftw fiTaT 1 1 


rrrrnt 


qw ftqftpT qiT firn'T 

RWT 

tidilq ftqftR ^ VJ 
qi. efft qrrr 

(TRPff ^ 

’TT»T TfTT 

ftr^fTT fit qnrw 

1 2 

3 

4 

5 11 

]. sflT mar qa gq ftqfqq i98s 
(qfim Jr) 

41-jfH5T 

sftqmrnqrNmr, 

ql. qfftrrtyc, 
ftrRT 4 IT 15 R, 
qftqR ^qrw i' 

finrftpr »qq1f sr qftt sft %qrr 
qrftrw ftm 1 

2. —^ 


"'«ft rftsqrj^, 
uWrartqTfT, 
qt. 

ftrsrr^lTijR, 
qftqq 4qisr 1 

—q^r— 


O.N. 143.—^Wherea* the ETectlon Commission i| satisfied 
that each of the contesting candidates specified in column (4j 
of the Table below at the bye-election held in 1985 to the 
House of the People from West Bengal State as specified in 
column (2) and held from the constituency specified In 
cotumn (3) against his name has failed to lodge'an account 
of hds election expenses or failed to lodge the account with* 
in the time and|or in the manner, as shown in column (5) 
of the said Table as required by the Representation of the 
People Act, 1951 and the Rules made thereunder ; 

And whereas the said candidates have either not furnished 


[4. 76 /q. 4. —sTt. rr./Bs)] 

any reason or explanation for the said failure even after duo 
notice or the Election Commission, after conslderina the re- 
resen tations made by them, if any is satisfied that they 
ave no good reason or justification for the said failure ; 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of section lOA of the said 
Act. the Election Commission 'hereby declares the persons 
specified in column (4) of the Table below to be disqualified 
for being chosen as and for teing a member of either House 
of the Parliament or of the Legislative Assembly or Legis¬ 
lative Council of a State/Union Territory for a period of 3 
years from date of this order. 
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TABLE 


SI. Particuhrs of electicn S-No. & Name of the Name & Address of the Reason for disqualification 
No. Parliamentary contesting candidate 

Constituency 


1 2 

3 

4 

5 

1. Byo-eloction to the House 
of tlie People, 1985 from 

West Bengal State. 

41. Bolpur 

Shri Kamdla Kanta Roy, 
Vill. Kaluroypur, 

P.O. Kanpur 

Dist. Birbhura, 

West Bengal. 

Failed to lodge any 
account. 

1 

0 

1 

ri 

-do- 

Shri Madeshwtar Hussain, 
Sonatorcpara, 

P.O . Suri, 

Distt. Birbhum, 

West Bengal 

-do- 


[N0.76/WB-HP/85] 

m.sr, U4 ; —wnfnr •m rmrant ^ t ^ mroft ^ mwi ( 2 ) ir' |iwt 'tftsnr firor^ 

mrr ^ i98s % 1^ (3) It prt pot ( 4) ir unfit PntWu umt 

srnnfi stftifitftfw itfttfim, i9Si w nnufir srmt^ tiq Pmuf tm rrtfttu upt urmfY % pot ( 5) *r nut pt Sr 

irfit PtuYuu wnfi pi umr ^ stutnn fiVr/tnwr uStftnr ftfti It ^ftnr If Mtrot Tjrr | ; 

fiVr ^ OTrfuuY % umujf fttf ,e[t^ it uY ^ weput ^ fttt^ ut fit Pif Ptfii rtantt unfifPTP *1^ fWT ^ <n u»i% jttr 
pjH un ppffifirfif PT, uPt prt tit, ftprt: % 'OTTu fiwfpu mfifir pt p? uttranr tit w t pw «pj wupkui ^r firp ^ 

pufpt PTtP PT wrifilftRJf utft I ; 

ptr *w, finttpu unffit ppw wfhfim •ft «m io-p % w ^u< p St fit^r fit urrfit fi ??ot ( 4 ) t ftfitffip «ifptfir fit fipp % 
ffifit fit mnt fi PT ftrfit Tiw/tfir xm ^ fit firm ttpt wppt tpm pftpp fi uptp ^ PTfi fitr tifit fi ffip wi%p fit mfrtt It fifii 

pfi fit PtTTlPftt fi fitfi^ fitftW PttfT i I 


urtfit 


PW fitplpp Pt ftp w 
fitPT 

ftpR OTT pTPtPp fiwfit 
p. fi, fitr PTP 

PtpWp rrpt Pifi OTtfif pt 

PTP fitt PUT 

ftr^PTPnR 

1 2 

3 

4 

s 

1. firORU*Tt PT Up-fitptpp 1985- 
(pfirppfinTP) 

283RTTJT 

(ST.PT.) 

fit fitUPTUf 1f>Rf, 
pTpfifim, 
pt. itn, 

Btht fitP’pT, 

PftOT fiPTTT 1 

pTptpp »ppt PT fitt fit fiprr 

pifiiTiT pff ffiPT 11 

2. -Ji^t— 

—Plit— 

fit tip 5PfTT, 

PR ptm, 

Pt. Ct#RlPTfT, 
bpPT fitr^p, 
pftpp fiPTP 1 



[fi. 76 /p. fi.-flr. U./ 8 S] 

PT^W It 

fit. apip, wpt’pffip 
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O.N. 144.^—^Whereas the Election Commission is satis¬ 
fied that each of the contesting: candidates specified in column 
(4) of the Table below at the Bye-election held in 1985 'to 
the l.egislative Assembly of West Bensal as srecifled in 
column ( 2 ) and held from the constituency specified in 
column (3) against his name has failed to lodge an account 
o_f his election expenses or failed to lodge the account with¬ 
in the time nndlor in the manner, as fihown in column (5) 
of the said Tabic as required by the Representation of the 
People Act, 1951 and the Rules made thereunder ; 

And whereas the said candidates have either not furnished 


any reason oi explanation for the said failure even after 
due notice or the Election Commission, after considering the- 
representations made by them, if any is satisfied that they 
have no good reason or justification for the said faifure ; 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of s'cetion lOA of the said 
Act, the Election Commis-sion hereby declares the persons 
specified in column (4) of the Table below to be disqualifi¬ 
ed for being Chosen as, and for beirtg a member of either 
House ^ the Parliament or of the Legislative Assembly of 
Legislative Council of a State/Union Territory for a period 
of 3 years from the date of this order. 


table 


SI. Particulars of election 
No. 

S. No. & Name of the 
Assembly Constituency 

Namf & Address of the 
contesting miidato 

Reason for disqualific 
tion 

1 2 

3 

4 

5 


1. Byc-cleotion to the 
Legislative Assembly 
of West Bengal in 1985. 

283. Nanur (SC) 

Shri Nilkanta Haza, 
Vill. Dongra, 

P.O. Bora, 

Di.st. Birbhum, 

West Bengal. 

Failed to lodge any 
account. 

2. -do- 

-do- 

Shri Ram Hazrr, 

Vill. Arar, 

P.O. Tatinapara, 

Dislt. Birbhum. 

West Bengal, 

-do- 


[No. 76/WB-LA/85] 
By Order, 

S.D. PERSHAD, Under Secy. 

Rtr^, 10 198 6 

nrwr 

»rr *T. 14 S :_wnfbr 4!! rttbet miT | Pp 4Nr 5fl Ruyff % ( 2 ) im Rtfnfw Ptoh imr ^ % 

^ if firPtfcj: PnrfspT-afl ?r ^ rwiR (4) Jr fipffsT,r ^ srSt srnrof, hPp stMrfiiw 

etfirPm, 1951 ?wr Pm! irrr ^ fnroiV % rifiR ( 5 ) ^ <Pr tin tIPt ^r/ 

gftf sit ?nr veaist T?r | ; 

xfir ^ irwiPiTql ^ ftrr utr^ <n: r 1 ^ qr fft Tlf tTRiq xpot ftqr | qr 

(TO ftt? qtf w»qT%<PTl qx, qft % mwKi; Pptfxnr xmtPT qq m rriott ^ qqr J fV qra qqq tiwRu ^ 

qftf mrfrq qqrw qr »qTq7Pqw 

wn-. 'w. xtfttPm nP" un 10-qr % tnjtm if ^ rqwr (4) if Wnfe jqfSfiwf qft 

^ ^ ^ fjpjff xm qfl firerrq qqr spqqr Praiq fiEqq, ^ sfir ijPf Prif w *ri^ 8^1 mflw ¥r tflq 



qh <itmTqfh ^ ftni Pttf^ qtfqw iron 1 1 

RRoft 


'W 

u. 

fqqWq qq Pirw 

R. 

rVc qrq 

Ptwbrr qr^ smjxff qq 

qnt q Tin 

Pre^ qq qroq 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

1. 

PiwiqtnR qq otbtt^ Ptqfqq 

i-qfVqm^ 

»ft qt. 34, 

jnfim^qr^Tqrr 
qlh*ott^d, qife^^t 1 

qiPfR qrx% Jr trow 1 

2. 

— qift~ 

s-qflqrmT 

■rft COT. hrqpT, q. 1, 

wnr 1, Rxrrx, 
qilqsT 

yTtWq, qtIWft 1 

— q^r— 






585 


[vtrr 11—^ 3(iii)] ipr 26, lese/^Trrw 4, i908 


1 

3 

3 

4 

s 

3. 

ftfHTT .WT <fiT rttEnT'a FPTItT 


■sfl int. tftarenft, 44 , 






rf 1 




sftrn'jrtz-, 1 


4. 

—— 

s-tfrrfhmrte 

*511 mr. 41. n. 





7/2.s-n, 







5. 


2 

'411>. ^yiTT, 39-41, 

—t|1— 




ipT Tly, 1 


0. 


28-m^ 

sfl 41. . ttiTspr, 
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New Delhi, Ihe 10th June, 1986 

ORDERS 

O.N. 145.—Whereas the Election Commission is satisfied 
that each of the cotitestinn candidates specified in column 
(4) of the Table below at the election to the House of the 
People/Legislative Assembly specified in column (2) and 
held from the constituency specified in column (3) against 
his name has failed to I'odRe any account of his election ex¬ 
penses in the mannerlhas not lodged the account at all as 
shown in column (5) of the said Table as required by Ihe 
Representation of the People Act, 1951 and the Rules made 
thereunder ; 


And, wherea'', the said candidates have cither not furnish¬ 
ed any reason or explanation for the said failure even after 
due notice of the Election Commission, after considering the 
repicsentations made by them, if any, is satisfied that they 
have no good reason or justification for the said failure. 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of section lOA of the said 
Act, the Election Commis-sion hereby declares the person* 
specified in column (4) of the Table below to bo disdiiafifled 
for being chosen anj for being a member of either House 
of the Parliament or of the Legislative Assembly or Legis¬ 
lative Council of a State for a period of 3 years from the 
date of this order. 


SI. Particulars of election S. No. & Name of 

No. constituency 

■~1 2 - - - 

]. General election to 1. M ithialpcth 

A.ssembly Constituency. 


2. -do- 

3. -do- 

4. ' -do- 

5. -do- 

6. -do- 


5. Oupalam 

6. Orlcanipeth 

8. Modeliarpcth 

21. Lawspet 

23. Mahc 


Name of contesting Reason for disqualifica- 

candidates tion 

~ ~~ ^ ^ 

Shri G. Sundaramurthy, Failure to lodge account. 

34, Manickamudliar 
Thottam, 

Muthialpet, 

Pondicberry. 

Sliri a. Arum Oiselvem, -do- 

No. 1, Block 1, St. Lazar 
Koil Street, 

Duproypet, 

Pondicherry. 

Shri M. Sinnassamy, .do- 

44, Arunthathipuram 
'(Sakkiliplaayam), 

Otleampeth, Pondichetry. 

Shri S.P.A. Parthasarthahy, -do- 

7/25-A. Mottu Street, 

Thengaithittu, 

Pondicherry-4 

Shri D. Selvam, -do- 

28-B, Main Road, Lawspet, 

Pondicherry. 

Shri V.K- Bharathan, -do- 

Vazhayil House, 

Chorukallayi, 

28 New Mahe 


[No. 76/POND-LA/86 (3-8)] 
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BT, w. 146 .—PT'ik'f Rfmrnr iff wr fr 41 % ^ htwt (2) if im frPrf^R<^T/f5 reT7 rrt % PwfW<T 

5ft ( 3 ) if PrfirfW ?r jBT I, ( 4 ) if Wriw ^r^f ^rr'rr ' sTf^rf^Tfe?^ 

BfaFnnr, jast ott tpt B^fwi ^ ETT^ff ^r?^rr«r ( 5 ) if imr ^T^ftra" w if ^T^f >pr4ftS 4t 

ffpr it WT nm % ’(ptt iftr ftPr it ?Tfiw^ qrs^r if Bwr 

tiVr 7 TT trftrfwf ^ >rRT fet 5 rr% 'tt «it ^ tmrom' % Ptit nr nt tT^ ^rm bw Fr^<irTar f^JTT ^ bf TT^Fjrtr 

’Et TT, Ptbr ^ mrf^ Pr^rW^' BEfr»r ^iFr fnrmH ijt w i^ Pff 7T% 'ttb 7tt BfruTTF »if Prt ^ 

'fJTfRr irr ff^ if; 

ira; WB, PratB^ BEfPr BfaPm rf srm i ov ^ if •ff^ itSt wrr^t ifr ^^pit ( 4 ) if aFiPwjff ^ 4^^ * 

ftnff nff % BT Wf tmr nff BBT imr frtnB 'Tfw^ ^ jftr ^ ^ Prtt tt bi^b ^ BrfPar ir ffPr ^ 

BfTBTtrfff % fwt Prrf^ BtPicr ^rtm | 1 

BRop 


BETtf. 

fWBB >1^ PtTTB 

pTflf'TT'lS^r TB ?f. ^ftr BRT PrI^ BTirff W nTB 

T fPTT 

Pf^lBT W TRB 
« 

1 

2 

3 4 

S 


(nfHti'il*) 


227 


228 


(ePwitj) 


2 30 


231 


232 


233 


BT9TRr 

PibIbB 1 6-B^B 

'if'ttB. BfRTrjBRT, 

5f«if tBT TOilT, 272, 

JfT, B^-7 (FTPramf) 

Ttf Bf iRT tnftT'T PtFilT 1 

Bjfr 

tnjf 

5 ?r ^TBBraiT, 4 / 5 , 

<ff. TPBTORm, B%Tr-8 
(nPmi^) 


Stiff 

<nff 

«ff'ft, girtfrTmmft, 

BBB ^ afTT »ftT ^Pt it ^ 



JB gatnftRRr, 103 , 

<EBm ftpeTJRT 1BH 

(siPram^) 

htPxb niff PFWr 1 

W BltfR,l| 

pErfsTT^a-BT. TnttyiOTpr bbt 

«ft it.'4t. bbtt, ' 

»ft ^BT <r1W B]^f %Br 



1 3-bw|fM| 

*ftw 




»nrTB-2T 


ar^ 

10-BT3^ 

aft BBPRWifft B. it. itB., 




4,«fi PpTTBPtRB BBTfk 




BTRT-14 



59-TP^' 

«ff it. BTWfWPT, 

Jff BftERBTT PtWC 

BW aftr' IRTBT PrFBJRT^ffEJIF, 
BTSBBTBFT ftrftT 

ffPr it ^t«T tnftrsT ^ fitirr ' 





(?lpETiTT|) 


ti^f 

i^eO-^tTTatWB 

ifirtt.'triprfj, 

^BCfTsfPft, 

WOTB BTifrSR 

^STBTB trr^iT,' 
f [ TfraB BTW fararr 
(TtpTBBrf) 

Bjl 


94-^Pty.B 

«ff BB.,*fiv>iiPiPr, 

,BBB ^F ifBT tiVf ftPr it ?WT 



5?r ^atRHTT^BBlft,''' 

WT, Tf FTIMB BT'fiSR, 

BrftiT Bt[f Ptett ’i 
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f wTi il,—m 3(ui j 


1ST ’TT-w:^^prTf 26, i&se/vrr^ 4, 


1 




4 


2 3 4 f?nTT>T T^TI TT ^rWT<,'T ‘J 

tnirhiT 


«4t CpT. 

f*168 Vl^lMTr*T, 
TT^fiif'TT (?T%TTJrrf) 


23 S ?(?)■ 


i4^r 


'23H ^ 




237 ‘ i3i-^ftttTj?rir 


23* tr^ 


1 32-^^ 


239 




24(1 


13S-TftiTiT3^ 


241 ^ 


14 


242 aijfr 


14 NT(ff'^fT;*i 


52001/86--: 


inr ipci^, 

54 4, WTrsm Tr.Tt, (srrtnT?, 
3 r<?w Ti^iiTT it 5 r 
(T ifTTfrii^) 

ifr TT, ^ Thrift; 
jarysraVrd, 

«n»iihTO?t qriTflw, 

iT^firfiT (eifirrprrj) 

%. nunniT^ 

11 /l 2 ,tT. :T( 11 ; 

" : 

JTfnt firm (irfiTwmf) 

«it 5rnT>w?rrTjt, 

5e,*raw™rjw, 

<i' nr ff^<H mrr, 

ftpiT tnpri (aPwi^) 

# ifr. TI#3R, 

TTSTTP^i 

qilTfft'^, 

<ri,«lT QfcaTJ’T'l ITRJT 

TT^ frUT (tirniTilT^) 

.1, 

^T ^’m 3H ' 

TT|TrJ-16 

(?ir*H,TT^) 

sit i^ii. nrr. >r^i!nT, 7 , 

7 , FlcMliHlT 

WTTt'MTM, 

17531^-10 

(ifi-nTiTr^) 

■W . WW(, 

1 n 'Tfiw T^, 

ftftTJT, 

17531^ fjPTT, 


1908 


^ »ft ^ 3Tf^ *7^ ftwr I 


qft 








fth ^ ^ ?TfllST iT^f fw I 


7m >!t 77^3 fftr flfif if 7TOT TlfitH 
TTjjlf f%T|T I 


^ lit 'VOT Tlf^ »T^ ftr'TT 1 


17^ 
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] 

2 43 fTltmvTT 

(Afiiwir) 


244 


3 


TTT nri-jr^ fiyu'fiiTi' 1 (1 (tD^Th i 


245 


2 46 


247 


24g 


24y 


2*0 






Tg)’ 




Tf)- 






30 l-'’TiT’TT<f3Z*^ 




20S-4TI 


21 


Tift 


222-flT5J’prft 


227'd?4TTfftT 




■sn^. ftsmr, 

13. 'Tqfpnr ifl?, 

TTmTTft, 

Pi« D ^ 1*1 I 

(frfJT^T) 

?ft. JTy To'-'^ liftin'. 

20 fmon jflT, 

TTftBTnr, 
fwr mFnTjni-, 

(^roHHrn) 

ift ift. 

1 so-'T?,7r^,'n, 

F>P4T iTH'fTT'Ji.'lT 

ftl ipr. iniT ftunm, irS tWtiPT, 

oirm’)TTr-fi 2 «i lo. 
nft ?mipr. 

■'m'TTn'iJ.n fw 
( itTw^th'i?) 

tftnr, mr, ^;4nT, 

9 7 -nmliftR TTO- *frs, 

- *^ ^ - 1 *^ s» 

nr^fT 

(fTfirmiT) 

4ift tlTT. »T|1 t!?> 4' fiRlf, 

61, fnfift tsfn, 

WfftTOT 

WHTfti'ert' fVfti!#fr ftm 
ftV ft. Srrwm, 

52 ^ 

Cl-.— 

ipnPTJ^ irnJ^TTT^^ 

(if>r'=nrs) 

ftl tV, 1717 . Tpr^f^, 

47, fi5r>m, 

r ^ -s ly r . _ 

npTT 

f'rfWTT^) 


, irrf Kft iinr jrfw nftr ftiiTr 1 






Tift 


Tft 




■ftfft ft ftwT Trfftrr mft fftiTT t 


wftS ftt ftn tt{^ nift fwr 1 


fft. 7 K/iT. Tr./S6(22fi—2-''i')] 


O.N 146,—Whereas the ElcL-lion Commission is Mtisfied 
that each of the contesting candidates specified in column 
(4) Of the Table heloTN- at the election to the House of the 
People/Ixtfislativc Assembly as specified in column (2) and 
held from the constituency specified in column (2) attairast 
hiiS namw has failed to lodge any account of his election ex¬ 
penses, in the manner and within the time and in the manner 
•s shown in column (5) of the said Table as required by the 
Represetation of the People Act. ih.51 and the Rules made 
thereunder ; 


And, whereas, the said candidates h.ive either iwf furnish¬ 


ed any reason or explanation for the said failure even after 
the doe noricc or the Flection Commission, aftci- con.sider- 
Ing llic icprescrriation made by them, if any, is sati.sficd that 
they h.3vc no good rea.son of instification for the said 

failure ; 

Now, therefore, in pumiancc of section lOA of the said 
.\ct. the Election Commi-ssion hereby declares the person# 
specified in column (4) of the Table below to be disquali¬ 
fied for being chosen as, and for being a member of either 
House of the Parliament or of 'he r.egislative Asembly or 
l.ccislalive Council of a State for .'1 period of 3 year.s from 
fhe date of this Order ■'— 




[vm n—oil 


2<5, 19Sfi/?TT>r<^ a. 190* 
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TABLE 


SI. Purliculars of crlcctioii ' 
Mo. 

S. No. arid name of 
caustilueucy 

Name of contest iiig 
candidate 

Reason for disqnuliliiii- - 
tion 

'l ' ' ~2 

3 

4 

5 

226- Geacral Election to the 
House oF the People 
(Tamil Nadu) 

16. Salem 

SHri S. Ariaputhrau, 

S/o S.'crangagoiinder, 

272, Pudur, Silcm-7 
(Tamil Nan). 

Account not lodged .it all. 

227. -do- 

-do- 

Sh. 1. SengoLtuvolu, 

S/o lulhugounder, 

4'5, P. Mannarpalayam. 
Salem-8 (Tamil Nadu). 

-do- 

228. -do- 

-do- 

Sh. P. Thitlsi Ramchari, 

S/o ThuUsiramaii., 103, 
Pennadam Venkataraman St 
Silem-l (Tamil Nadu). 

AcoontiL not lodged in 
time and in manner. 

229- Gciicval TIeclioii to the 
Lcgi'ilativc \sscmbly 
(Tamil Nadu). 

3. Dr. Radha Kridiuaii 
Nagar 

Sh. D.B. C'handran, 

13 Amina i.ipp.a Mudali 
Street, Old Washermanpet, 
Madrav-21 ■ 

Acfonni not lodged at all- 

230. -do- 

10. Thouwud LigUlb 

Sh. Alagarasaray A.l'.S., 

4. Srinivasa Perumal 
Simadhi Street, 

Madr4s-14. 

-do- 

231. -do- 

59. Mugaiyur 

Sh. T. Balaknshnan, 

SG Thandavarayun, 

Pilloor Village and Post. 
Villupuram Taluk, 

S'uth Arcot Distt. 

(Tamil Nadu). 

Account not lodge in the 
manner. 

2.32. -do- 

69. Vridhacbalam 

Sh. A. Gnanamuthu, -do- 

S/o Anthony. 

Irupukuriehi Village, 

U. .Agaram Post, Vridhachalam 

Talak, S.uith .\ieot Distt. 

(Tamil Nadu). 

233. -do- 

94. Ra'iipuram 

Sh. S. Karunanithi, 

S/o Subbaraya Aehan, 

R. Pudupalayam Post, 
Rasipuram Taluk, 

Silem District 
(Tamil Nadu). 

.\ccnunl not lodged in lime 
Si. in manner. 

234. -do- 

98. Tiruohengode 

Sh- S. Arthanari. 

S/o Sempillai, 

F,-168, Andipalayam, 
Tiruohengode Taluk, 

Salem District 
(Tamil Nadu) 

Aceoiiiit not lodged at .ill. 
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235. General Election to the 9s. Tiruchengode 
Legislative Assembly 
(Tamil Nadu). 


236. -do- 


-do- 


237. -do- 131. Poriyalculam 


238. -do- 132, Theni 


239. -do- 


-do- 


240. -do- 138. Usilampatti 


241, -do- 143. Madurai Ceutral 


242. -do- 148, Dindigul 


243. -do- 166. Tiroohirapalli-l 


Sii. S.P.. Aramug.:i.u, A*x:ouat uol lodged at all. 

S/o Rangasamy, 

544, Kamaraj Nagar, 

Avarangadu, Pallipalayam, 

Salem DisU. 

(Tamil Nadu). 


Sli. A. Ducaisamy, 

S/o Arthanari, 

Melparaikadu, 
Thanncerpaiidal Palayam 
Post, Tiruchengode 
Taluk, Salem Distt. 

(Tamil Nadu). 

Sh. K. Ayyathurai, 

S/o Kanjppauau, 

11/12, Dr. Ambedkar Nagar, 
Thenkarai. Poriyakulam, 
Madurai Disit. 

(Tamil Nadu). 

Sh. S. Narayanasamy, 

S/o M. Stngama Naickor. 

56, Biilakrishnapuram. 
Gopalapurara Post, 

District Madurai 
(Tamil Nadu). 

Sh. P. Rajendran, 

S/o Porumal Gietliar, 
Rajaguru Lane, 

Palanichctty Patty Post 
Periyekulam Taluk, 

Madurai District, 

(Tamil Nadu). 

Sh. M. Raju Thevar, 

3, Mohanarabal Illam, 

Bye Pass Road, 

Madurai-16 
(Tamil Nadu). 

Shri M.R. Ganesan, 

7, Pillaimar Street, 
Arapalayam, 

Madurai-10 
(Tamil Nadu). 

Sh. F. Ananth, 

17A, Line Street, 

Dindigul, Madurai 
District (Tamil Nadu). 

Sh. V. Selvam, 

13, Saveriyar Ko il 
Street, Varaganeri, 
Tiruchirapalli 
(Tamil Nadu). 


-do- 


-do- 


-do- 


Account not hedged m the 
manner. 


Account not lodged in 
lime & in manner. 


Account not lodged at all. 


-do- 


-do- 
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244. Geiiefal Eleaiioa to tfio 201. Ranniivithapuram 
[.ogislative Aisembly 
(Tamil Nadu). 


245. -do- -do- 


246. -do- 208. SrH'illipmhur 


24 T, -do- 216. Tenkaii 


248. -do- 


249 . -do- 222. Naagiiiwri 


250. 'di'j- 227. Tuiict-riu 


Wl.fl. 14 ¥T »nnHT<T ift »PrT t 1984 % 

|<I tniT % HTOTt^T % 1 1(4-1 flr.(T 

<(»■ % ^ ^ '41 ♦tt'TT'jT WI, 

tnrmTi *!¥%»:,%l>e sfnWaw ufirilpm, lasinwr 
JpfTO pTJpfl jrtT Vifftlfl W'H >PT ^ 

<ft mftRT S; 

aftr, %'w5ep fipi TT %r ^ amwfu 

% f*r^^ Tlf Tmr ^ fisiT | fW^ 


4 5 

Sh. C. Sidhaiianda Gancsli. Accout’i noi lodged 
20. Middle Striei, at all. 

Rameswaram, 

District Ramanalhapunim 
(Tamil Nadu). 

Sh. P. ChcUathurai, -do- 

156-Natarajapumm, 

Ratneswaram. 

Distt. Raraarialhapuram 
(Tamil Nadu). 

Sh. M. Gu:m:isel;iuaii alias -do- 

Philavendrau, 

S'inthaTVim Street, 

Marasapurain-626110, 

Srivilliputhur Taluk. 

Ramauathapuram Distt. 

(Tamil Nadu). 

Sh. A.M. Subbiah, -do- 

97, Mathaukovil 1st Streel, 

Tenkasi. Distt. Timnclveli 
(Tamil Nadu). 

Sh. M. Mohaideen Picliai, -do- 

61, Riji»i Tailors. 

Arigixar Anna Street, 

SIvenkottai Tiruoelvoli 
Distt. (Tamil Nadu). 

Sh. J. Devasahayam, Account not lodged in tlie 

52, St. Thomas Street, manner. 

PerumalpUram. 

Tirunelveli-7 
(Tamil Nadu). 

Sh. V.S. Udayasooriaa, Account not lodged at all- 
47, Cruzpuram, 

Tuticorin, Tiranclveli 
District, (Tamil Nadu). 

[No. 76/TN/86 (226-250)] 

wuTFi ^ ^ wr t IT rr. (^ft 

'mViT tith’ «rt4rT ^ ; 

wn- na, ur^rn, sjftrfiurR' ur^r t iht, % ha- 

% '4t ■frnrrFrr ^ ^ ■sAtr % fspffl %r rr^^r v hi frTJii 
TTTir i^tf^uiwwT WWT frum rKW th 

% «I^ # fTrO« % 5flH ^4 ^ VTTT^U % f^rn flTTflTT 

«ilhn «(rrm 11 

l<?o 7b/%n:;r-%T,rr ./«.■;( 135)1 
4Triwt%, 
%) . iM. , 

141 rn brab^^wibi 
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O.N. 147,^—-Whereas the Election Commission is setisflod 
that Shri Bborathanoor Das. Kesava Mandiram, Bharatha- 
noor P.O., Trivendrum, Kerala, a contesting candidate for 
the General Election' to the House of 'the People held in 
1984 from ly-Chirayinkil Parliamentary constituency, has 
failed to lodge the account of his election expenses at all ai 
required by the Representation of the People Actk 1951 and 
the Rules made ttherouuder ; 

And. whereas, he said candidate has not furnished any 
reason or explanation for the said failure even after due 
notice and the Election Commission is further satisfied that 
he has no good reason or ju'stifiention for the said failure t 

Now, ihcrcfoie. in pursuance of section IDA of the said 
Act, the E-leclion Commission hereby declares Shii Bhuratha- 
noor Daa to be disqualified for being choserr and for being, 
a member of either House of Parliament or of the Legislative 
Assembly or Legislative Council of a State for a period of. 

3 years from the date of this order. 

[No. 76/KL-HP/g.^ (125)]., 
By Order, 

C. I. ROSE. Secy. 
Election EbniTrsission of India. 

^ 33 sm, 1986 

OT.Xr- 148.~tTTOr Pntfgq 'OlRPrir lPt%3T^7»i^, 1986 
% 4wT 76/^^./85( 447'471)JTO Tr^ir 4 

1 984 Sr gIT rTt¥ tTRT % ITlJfm it 1 6 - 4 ^ fmft- 

^ sHqqt, Rmr qw, 

^ Fro.qtqfeqr % «ft qif.nT Sqtrf grr 

qrfidW it ^ % Pp^t- ^ nqtr 

qr Mt TTJq »pt ftwq R4T R*rqT fqsrnr gfVw 
3 n^ afK fitpt xiT^ "ift frrtttg Jr ?fhi W •ft grrernrftr 
•ir PrT% Rlf>r>T fipqT qr, 

flrftw n-6-1986 fitr fawr frgm wftpsrft atlr wtqfB, 
fjRT ft qg g;fftFr fftqr | fV tft qrS.ftt.ftq-qr ft q"tft 

fqq'iqa-Sfqt qq Jrai 28-M 985 qiftpT fipTf 47, grtg q^ 

qqqfqq ft [[q ift qqr dr i Rq qTTqrf qf^q ftw fqqr qqr 
t sfk q? mr qqr I ftwT fftfq firr trrf«q uqq ft sh: 
fttft ft qtf^ qqr qr, 

set: wq,pftqt qfftfftflRq qfqfqqq-, lasi tft sro 1 = 6 , qrtrr- 
xqr qfq nffffftqq, 1897 ^ UHT 21 JITT wpftq ftt SrqvT ttiftrarf 

•KT qqr ^ ^ ffttftprr wpq qqrft qpfr qftt tqfrBqr qq gtftq qrtq 


wftqr ft fftwrfftfftpr ftfttsrq Prqi qrrrqr:— 

■'qrftq ft ftrft ^ ft qq q. t ^ tmrft qfq- 

f^^qf gjqft ^qqft I 441 ft. 2 ft 13 fti qar ftqqr 

1 ft 12 ft •jq ft sft:ftqqtfftq fitqT qiftqr 1 

tjqq^ ftftmq ftr 7 qf, 19B& ft Htirft qr^T arrt^q: 1 

pfqqi 76/=fqrf./8s] 

niftw ft, 

oR.fti’.'E'qT, qfftq, 
qror fqftrqq v rftiq 


New Delhi, the 23id June, 1986 
ORDER 

O.N. 148.—Whereas the Election Communion vide its 
Order No. 76/KT/85 (447-471) dated the 7th May, 1986 
had disqualilied Shri Y. C. Revanna, <*f 7th Cross K. R. 
Nagar. Mysore District, Karnataka, a contesting candidates 
at the general election to the House of the People fiom 16- 
Mysoro Parliamentary Constituency in the State of Karna- 
tglca bid in 1984 for being chosen as and for being a mem¬ 
ber of cither House of Parliament or of the Legislative 
Assembly or Legislative Council of a state for a period of 
three years from 'the date of that order for failure to lodge 
an account of his election c.xpcnses ; 

Whereas on 11-6-1986. the District Election Officer and 
Deputy Commissioner, Mysore Di.strict as reported that Shri 
Y. C. Revanna has lodged the account of election expenses on 
28-1-1985 ; thev were misplaced in his office. The acc<> 
uni with vouchers has since been traced and the account is 
found to be lodged within the lirno and in the manner re¬ 
quired by law ; 

Now, ihcrelbie, in c.xercise Of pow-ers cnnl'orred on the 
Commission under section lA of the Representation of the 
(People Act. 1951. Section 21 of the General Clause Act, 
1897 and all other powers enabling the Commission in that 
Irehalf. the Election Commisfiov hereby directs that the fol¬ 
lowing -.unendment shall be made in it* order dated the 7 lb 
May, 1986 mcmioned above ; — 

“Tn the Table below the Order, the entries against Ser¬ 
ial No. 1 shall be deleted. The serial No. 2 to 13 
shall be renumbered as 1 to 12.” 

'I he above amendment shall bo deemed lo be effective with 
effect from 71 h May, 1986. 

[No, 76/KT/85I 
By Order. 

R. P. BHALLA. Secy. 

Election Commission of India. 


fftcftl, 7 .19*6 

Rieiq 

WT.tT. 149.—^!ftq?qq qrqrq qqrtnq qqr 4 jjfft ftlft ft! qrtqft ft wqtq ( 2 ) ft qqr rtPiRve fqinq qqr^ft fqftiqq 
ft pqrr tprwq ( 3 ) ft fqfftlqtj fftqftqq ft gxir rpn '(al'ft'SRft Riffft fftqfqw freftqTtTr'iRftq(^xT*qftf, ftiT 

qfqfftFq?! t-fFqfqqq, 19 .s 1 qqr qqfttq qqtq mi fftqftf iRt qqfftii -grpr qrrftt ft (5) ft' W w<t ft inq (ftq qq 

jftqf qir ftrf ftt ft'sr qrfftA qRft ft teprt Ji ; 

- hie i-fi vTRfqq’f 4 qrq-t' %v-if Du. iiq 95 vft t-i-t wiPHrTr 'ftOrn qr fft ftN’ qqqq Rqqi EEftrq-snq qi tiqft 

trrr I'lt; q-i'vtrEftEft qq qfi fftqiT q:qft ft qvqrq fqftpqq wfttq qrr q? qqrmft ifr qqi S' fft 3qft' Htq tqq qq'Sftqi ft 
ftff qqfsq Tibq qr fqrq'ifftrq q|f ^ , 
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TTt n^Tg;?=Ti't Jti, li.SO/’TTT'T 4, 1908 


-mwLi'ff 


WT. '•TT, wftffim ^ wm i(Hit ^ ^ vm i 4) 

f^T-ry irt % jrr fniMl tt^it ^ tiraw imr fwoT iftriT -^5 si^' ^ 

>fSy 'PT'ftT^rfH ^ fr^ Pr^ffpr ' 


«TTTlft 


■^JT V. ftVfrr Ti ft'Tt*! 


pTifm I#?T ^ w *1. tiV firT'fTT ^ Tr% W'nrift tt 
ilTIT ^ 


2 3 

5 ,n. iTtm F^ft Tf nT'-Ttw f^r^y- 

TTH, 1985 


se. »ii^ 


.iCv-^«Rrf (w.ur.^rr.) 


S7. 




5 8, ^ 


4 2-TT3:T^rT ?r^y 


59 . ^ 




60. ^ 


4 8- TTT^r 


6 1 . 


Tfr 


6 n~Tniflfr 


6 2 . 


8 7-->r^r4rP' 




afify 


4 


«tt TFfF2 fTl?! 
irfiT irVWiyJTTT HTST, 
zrr^ F 2, 

■jrr^Ttrr. I'frfjrTfiitT, 
iTTTT : 8^miT,' 

(^m) 

>41 risimpTfT Tun, 

JTt^ FtWit, 

fjpTr afyiTTRI TTiTR 
isfy rtfyrv ^rfiTiiI 51^, 
litEr ryrTTTnr, 

TW^T’’ TiTprfr, 
fiFTT ify^ra, 

■ '4y W5*=r 

■syr^fyinET, 

TTf^TT 

fiTJ^T s(t-JT5rr, 

!iT>Ttr 

6fy rlVniT ^FI, 

4TW arr^f3r!Tr<TTTT 
TT-fTEr^ ^rrfiFTRr'^. 

PiT-Tr syri:^^, 

isfr Tr^TiPr w^y. 

^T. 'F. ^'rr. 

syiT^ 
fw lyrT^iT, 

^PFT 

’fl tyaFT 'Iiyt-J^y^ 
iff^ FiTrr^pin p'r^, 
ftFiafyr^jfy, 

1, FsPTl ^TTpf 0 . 

411 WlT'T iryfw, 

ITT^ ifT^'r tT.TTT pr'i^- 
JTTT, fW ^firfHT, 

4r*m 

>■41411^^ *yiFiTrt 
’TPT fiPTm^ayr, 

.FRpr, 

f^RT ETErtT, inq-18 


i:?y. uyr^sy ’5ffr6r Fy ify^m^ 


Frj-^?rr vr 

' 5 

frr^T trT?y -FyfFT iy f^l»T 

i;rPiFT EfTR fy ^fiTOFR f 1 


STTlfy sf;T Tft 8fy fyjyT 
TrftlH VTlfy fipjT apyT I 


lyyfy 


4ify 


irrfy 


T^y 


ly^y 


fiyfi 


ETT'r 



ri/4 Tl'lE GA'^ETTF of ]\"D'U ' JULY 26, I9SF,YR.\VANA 4, 190.5 fPAiiT IT-Sec. 



(j' iriw fVtrr^ w ipt JTFvr^q FtTU »7-ir’’;FT^F' 

1 5 






sw. 


Tift 


kit. 




T'7 firFw, fJraWTT arirf 

FrtT TtTAFTrrfft ftfftTTTn-^, tiTw^ tjT Twfitt ^wt i 
»rji^ THjT^T, 
f^r JTiTtT, W^TT 

•ift wnfm^T 4 t»t, JriT ’hY' Ti^nT" Tifr 

ftjTi"FjrJr, 
fiRTT TtTTFT, 

»Fr imrH, 

fiteiiFi Ttr. 

’rnfrr>: ^fv ^nw hi) , 
fsTMj iTHTT, WTHT 

»ir ^TT wtrjr, aiff 

ntr ^ft^Ttn Fiia. 

rr^FTT ^fftTTT^, 

fir^TT fmAr, 


W. 7fi («m)/s6] 
i^TYr. TWIT, trwT hPtt 

New Delhi, the 7th July, 1986 
ORD£R 

O.N.J49;—Whereas the Election Commission is satisjied that each of the contesting candidates specilted in colt mn 
(4) of the Table below at the election to the l.egislative Assembly of Assam a.s specified in colnmn (2) and held from 
the constituency speciiied in column (3) against his name has failed to lodge an account of his election expenses as 
shown in column (5) of the said Table as required by the Representation of the People Act. 1951 and the Rules made 
thereunder; 

” And whereas, the said candidates have either not furnished any reason or explanation for the said failure even 
after due notice or the Election Commission, after considering the representations made by them, if any, is satisfied 
that they have no good reason or justification for the said failure; 

Now. therefore, in pursuance of section lOA of the said Act, the Election Commission hereby declares llu' per- 
,sons specified in column (4) of the Table below to be disqualified for being chosen as. and for being, a member of 
either House of the Parliamnt or of the Legislative Assembly or Legislative Council of a State for a period of 3 years 
from the date of this order. 

TABLE 

SI. Particulars of election No. & Name of Name of the contcsiing can- iSeason for disqualifi- 

No. constituency didate, cation 

1 2 2 4 5 ‘ 

55. General election to the 28---Gossaigaon 
LegislatKe Assembly of 
Assam. 1985. 


56, -do- 36—Dudhnai (ST) 


Shri Manindra Chandra Saha. Failed to lodge the ac- 


Vill : Gossaigaon 
Town, 

Ward No, 2, 

P.O, Gos.saig.'-ion, 

Distt ; Kokrajhar, 

.Assam. 

Shri Karunakanta Rabha, 
Vill ; Tilapara, 

P.O. Darangiri, 

Distt ; Goalpara, 

Assam. 


count m the manner 
required by law. 


Failed to lodge any ac¬ 
count of his election 
expenses. 
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57. General election to the 36—Dudhnai iSTj 

Shri Rabindra Narayan 

Failed to lodge any acc¬ 

Legislative Assembly of 

Brahma, 

ount of his election 

Assam, 1985, 

Vill : Tarapara, 

P.O. Darangiri, 

Distt ; Goalpara, 

Assam. 

expenses. 

58. -do- 42—Patacharkuchi. 

Shri Atul Kalita, 

VilJ : Jalikhata, 

P.O. Helena. 

Distt ; Barpela. 

Assam. 

-do- 


59. -do- 


60, -do- 


61 . -do- 


62. -do- 


63. .do- 


64. do- 


65. -do- 


66 . -do- 


42—'Pataclinrkuchi 


43 —Barpeta 


60—Barkbetry 


87—Barbampur 


87—Barbampur 


87—Barbampur 


87—Barbampur 


87 -Barbampur 


Shri Rabirarn Das, 

Vill ; Bebajiapara. 

P.O. Atbiabari, 

Distt ; Barpeta, 

Assam. 

Shri Kabadi Ali. 

Dr. B.K. Road, 

P.O. Barcpeta, 

Distt : Barpeta, 

Assam. 

Shri Bhuban Choudhury, 

Vill : Tayabulla Road, 
Dighalipukbri. 

Guwabati-I, 

Distt ; Kamnip. 

Assam. 

Shri Atul Cbandra Saikia. 
Vill : Bberbbcri. 

P.O. Halowagaon, 

Distt : ’Nagann. 

.i^ssam. 

Shri Aditya Changmai 
Vill ; Sialckhowa, 

P.O, Pathori, 

Distt ; Nagaon. 
ssam. 

Shri Chandra Sing Milik, 
Vill : Borkandali 
Mikirpar. 

P.O. Jamurmur. 

Distt; Nagaon, 

Assam. 

Sbri Chakiram Bora. 

Vill & P.O. Dimaniguri. 
Distt : Nagaon, 

Assam. 

Shri Sarban Agarwalla, 

Vill ; Oporbar Lalong gaon, 
P.O. Katliiatali, 

Distt ; Nagaon, 

Assam. 


-do- 


-do- 


-do- 


-do- 


do 


-do- 


•do- 


-do- 


S2'> ai'35-' 
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67. Gcucral Election to the 87—Barhainpur Shri Hara Borah, Failed to lodge any acc- 

Lcgislative Assembly Vill ; Nij Gomotha gaon. omit of hi« election 

of Assam,1985. P.O. Uriagaon. expenses. 

Distt : Nagaon. 

Assam. 

(No. 76/AS/86] 
By order, 

S.D. PERSHAD, Under Secy 


^ flWPB, 7 1»8« 

ur^ 

site SI • i.ss:—sfirtn «r wirm «r«rr ^ (2) »UT«ri MMVs irtsr wr/f 4 «rr'r trsrr ^ v Brt 

sff i=Tt<T (.1) 4 PrPrf^ Pnrt?^.i^r fsrr wwr (4) ifTtr^r >rni^ Tprfro tria ^mt nwt^ff, Ttv sfhfhfhF^- 
stftfpTiTT, 051 tWT >nt Pm’f jirr wi niXTil % r?T«iT (5) n Jjvt TtxTsrw ipi ^4 nq^ »«pff qa 

qirf nft ftfff ^ ^ ^ ; 

jlK^fcr w'fqrfJra'I ,%,jrRiT ^pRt 'tt »ft. trutt sraiwr '% ftrir^qT er ^qvrrir irmiT Mstfrq'on fijitr ^ 

aid. fxiT JTi^ ''irarr^r^ Tt, itpr fxwrx ^ ^tT^rg- wi4u q;r gj rnTtarg’ntt ^ ;^fip imr iTj^nrer 

V qitEg srrxiq ip wrrqTfftTg giff 1 1 

(rg. PrxfsnT piTfg iw^ srhfgjnr vt ttpr 10-5 %R>rt:«r_^ 44 fit gft mT»fY‘, 1 % girnr (4) *rWgfttJ tqftag'i vr »imr 

%.Fir!b sfl »ng'^ jp''M t <m '^'firwN/trwT. TPtspfPniR qfw ^wirni ^ sfr fpij w »nxp p 

p'U t 4 ^rppifw ill firt! hTTf^fr qtw t -1 

fftxpl 

rfW^. w Fmp Prq^-^ qft qw p. ^ ipp f ijqWg srsp sp^ pr fmtBT srr vttp 

grp p qgT 

12 34 5 


1. KTRUTPr ITT tpimxr ftrxbrr- is-pUKTsmx 

1984 (P.'JP.) ' 

2. qigfcp bfWTfTPpf gvr prim ij-gtsfiflT 


fgiFPT, 198S 

3. 


4. Up 


X5t 


47_p^ir 


Ti-rrsn: rfPx #?i 

(P.MT. ) 


l9 2-pqs4 


a. wfl 




Mt ijn. fsRrrjr 

pjsnifdt wpif ifr.PTX. 
piR ftpp (ppfepr) 

Plippx ggPTP, 
grp nlf^f'ii, 
pptirft (ppfei:) 

xaiFmsr 

piwt V nrpg, 

awx, fmt Nrajp 

^WwrH, 147 
^ sgrpr 

ifma 4 t,ip. rPpv- 

PT?! sitFi (ifiptev) 
rppixfr, snrrg g. n e, 

jpsft »riR 

Pm tfppir 

(lafrap) 

ffrr irrppftfT prmir. 

•ftei I'tx gtijv 
Pm (wiT) 


^ pinr Tt *iVx flfb ^ qtfpw 

fpip I _ 

^ ^rftnr inp fwr 1 


intxlftrinnfiirsr n^finp 1 


mt irftpT ' fliarr 1 




Wl<7 




(VTTIT Tl— 


'•{RH m 4, it)os 


59 7 


7. )T*ir vr mvi'^v lai 

11)3 5 


a. 


19 »- ^r^irT 


9. *rff 


20i-ttCi-)tifr 


10 . ^ 


•nir 


ir. ^. i:^ . 

fwi, 

(jpnev) 

•n^niTHi fjprrafm’T ^fR, 

17 17, *Jf'RT^ R-fl PTTS5^, 
4WIT 

54rotfT fjiirj'? 

i51'3»0 >fwT», 
fst'-TT Tf-fSITlT 

)T- 211, 

gnTlilT, frT«J>(T f^wtifr, 
Firm ^fRitr, 


#«r qrftra »nff fwr 

'm T5; fufn % 

^ firiti I 

‘nn Trfw5T nft kifT i 


p 7li;')f'‘’TFi'4:-~-tt.fl'./65 ( 51 3-5 22) 

»fT.t()ft. 5Tp>r 
i^TOT fiwWn HTjftVT 

New Delhi ihe Jth July, 1986 
ORDER 

O.N. 150:—Whereas the Election Commission is satisfied that each ol'the coniciting candidates specified in column 
('f) of the Table below at the election to the House of the peopic/Legislative Assembly specified in column (2) and 
held from the constituency specified in column (3) against his name fas failed to lodge an account of his election 
expenses in the mannerPas not lodged the account at all as shown in eohuTin (5) of the said Table as required by 
Representation of the People Act 1951 and the Rules niade thereunder. 

And, whereas, the said Candidates have either not furnished any reason or explanation for the said failure even 
after due notice or the Election Commission, after considering the representations made by them, if any, is satisfied 
that they have no good reason or justifici. ion for the said failure; 

Now. therefore, in pursuance of section IOA of the said Act, the Election Commission hereby declares the per¬ 
sons specified in column (4) of the Tabic below to be disqualified for being chosen as and for being, a member of 
either House of the Parliament or of the X,tgislative Assembly or Legislative Council of a state for a period of 3 yeari 
from the date of this order. 


SI. Particulars of election 
No. 

S. No, and name of 
constituency 

Name of contesting candidalc 

Reason for disqualifica¬ 
tion 

1 2 

.3 

4 

5 

1. General Election to the 
House of the People—■ 
1984 

1 5. Chainarajanagar 
(SC) 

Shri/- 

S. Vijendhar. 

Madhuvanahalli Block 

K.R, Nagiir, 

Mysore 

District, 

Karnataka. 

Account not lodged 
within time and In 
manner. 

2 . General Election to the 
Karnataka Legislative 
Assembly --19is5 

1 7. Yadgir 

Mohamed Osman, 

Naya MobiJIa, 

CiLilbiirga, 

Karnataka 

Account not lodged. 
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3. General Election to the 47—Ch.Ulakerc 
Karnataka Legislative 
Assembly—1985 


Rudruiiiraju, Account not in manner. 

Opposite to Gayatri Talkies, 

Tumkur. 

Dist. Cbitradurga. 

Karnataka. 


4. “Jo- 71. Kolar Gold Fields Dcenadhayal, Account not lodged. 

(SO 147, *B’Block, 

Champion. 

P.O. K.G r.. 

Karnataka. 

5- -do- 92, Ramndui'g .Shankar Miinavaili. do- 

Ilouse No 118, 

Gandhi Nagar, 

Ramadurg, 

Dist. Belgaum, 

Karnataka. 


6, -do- 


7- -do¬ 


lt. -do- 


9. -do- 


10. -do- 


-do- 


-do- 


Uchagaon 


201. Arabhavi 


'201. Arabhavi 


Surag Basanagouda Raman- -do- 

gouda. 

Kotakol, 

Taluk : Ramdurg,, 

Dist ; Belgaum, 

Karnataka. 

Dr. K.H. Joshi. -do- 

Junipeth, 

322. Ramdurg. 

Dist : Belgaum, 

Karnataka. 

Shantaram Shivajirav Wesne, 

171 7, Alwan Galli, 

Shahapur, 

Belgaum, 

Karnataka. 

Durandi Shivaputra Account not lodged. 

Kallappa. 

Durdundi, 

Taluk Gokak, 

Dist : Belgaum, 

Karnataka. 

Hanamannavar Manithi Account not lodged, 

Kcnchappa, 

H. No. 211, . 

Jaganur. 

Taluk : Chickodi 
Dist. Belgaum. 

Karnataka. 


Account not in lime 
and in manner. 


[No. 76/KT—LA/85 (513-522)1 
By order. 

C.L. ROSE, Secy. 
Election Commission of India 
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l»rrw Vt 2 6, 1986/«TOT 4, lOOS 


^ ftwff, 17 1986 

ario sro 1 3 i.^^ 1 ^:sff?fr';rf<r?ar ttfaPm, 1951 

an:r 10 6 ^ i9 8 5 *ffr 

3 # Pwr w 'ifim srir^r ^3^ ^qT<Tir 

•CT mtfw 11 1985 Tr srunftRi tot ^ 1 

[ff. sa/T.i.j^s/ssj/ael 

^r, 

snuTC, TT^ 

vrror Prsttn iimtn 

New Delhi, the 17th July, 1986 

0,N. 151.—Iji pursuance of section 106 of the Represen¬ 
tation of the People Act, 1951 (43 of 1951), the Election 
Commission hereby publishes the judgment dated the llth 
(>ctober, 1985 of the High Court at Calcutta, in Election 
Petition No, 3 of 1985. 

[No, 82|WB|(3|85)|86] 
S, D. PRASAD, Uunder Secy. 

Election Commission of India 

ELECTION PETITION CASE NO. 3 OF. 1985 
IN THE HIGH COURT AT CALCUTTA 
ELECTION PETITION JURISDICTION 
PRESENT ; 

The Hon’ble Mr. Justice 

B'imal Chandra Basak. 

October, llth, 1985 

GOPAL KRISHNA BHATTACIURYYA 
VERSUS 

ASHUTOSH I.AW & ANR. 

THE COURT ; In this Election Petition the election of the 
respondent No. 1 Ashutosh Law from 20 Dum Dum Parlia¬ 
mentary Constituency within the State of West Bengal held 
on 24th December 1984 has teen challenged. The petitioner 
has the election agent of respendent No, 2. The petitioner 
has prayed, for inter alia, as follows : 

(a) Declaration that the said election of the respondent 

No. 1 from'20Dum Dum Parliamentary Constitiicn'y 
in the House of the People (LOK SABHA) in the 
election held on 29th December, 1984 was and is 
void; 

(b) Declaration that the respondent No. 2 has been duly 
elected from the aforc.said 20 Dum Dum Parliamen¬ 
tary Constituency in the House of the People (LOK 
SABHA) in the election in December, 1984. 

(c) Recounting of the ballot papers of all the Segments 

as well as the postal ballots in respect of the said 
Parliamentary Constituency, 

FACTS 

2. It is to be pointed out that there were only two candi¬ 
dates in the said Election, namely, the respondent No. 1 who 
was elected and the Respondent No. 2 who was defeated. 
The respondent No. 1 contested as a candidate of the Politi¬ 
cal party known as Congress (1) and the Respondent No, 2 
contested as a candidate for the political party known as 
C.P.I(M). 

3, This Election Petition has been filed on the ground 
that the said election has oecome void. The grounds taken 
for challenging such election are that the result of the elec¬ 
tion, so far as it concerns the returned candidate has been 
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materially affected by improper reception, refusal or rejection 
of vote. The admitted facts in the present case arj; that the 
polling of this Parliamcnlavy ConsUtuency constituted of 
seven Legislative Assembly Segments, nujncly, Khardah 
Baranagorc, Panihati, Rajarhat, Dum Dum, Eelgachhia and 
Kamarhati. The counting slatted by way of Legislative 
Assembly Segmentwise on 25th December, 1984. It is alleged 
in the pclilion, inter alia, as follows : 

‘‘The total number of voters ns shown in the Voters’ List 
in the said Pai'liamcnlary Constituency were 1005879. 
The number of votes polled in the said purported 
Election were 7,78,814. The nnmbcr| of votes pur¬ 
ported to be rejected a,s invalid in the said purpor¬ 
ted Election were 17549. Thus the total number of 
valid votes alleged to have been polled in the said 
election were 761245. In the whole country in the 
said General Election this was one of (he largest 
number of Rejected Votes. Your petitioner .states 
that a Very large number of votes which were re¬ 
jected were leallv valid voles aiid the majority of 
such votes were in favour of reapondent No. 2.” 

“Your petitioner states that the respondeat No. 2 filed 
the Nomination pimers for the said election on 
23rd November. 1984 and the respondent No. 1 
filed bis nomination p.aners on 26-11-1984, The 
date of scriitinv of the Nomination paners filed for 
the said Constituency as fixed on 78!b Nov'cmber, 
1984 and the polling of the said Parliamentary Con¬ 
stituency took place on December 24, 1984 the pur¬ 
ported counting of votes purported to have been 
polled in the said consli'iucncy was done on Decem¬ 
ber 28 and 29, 1984. The purported result of the 
said election as declared by the Returning Officer 
on 29th December, 1984 is as follows :— 

NUMBER OF VOTES ; 


Total Votes polled : 778814 

Names of candidates : 

A. Shri Ashutosh Law 3,81.984 

B'. Shri Niren Ghosh 3,79,281 

17,549 


Total 7,78,814 


“The counting of votes in all those seven As.senib1v 
Segments commenced simiiKuneonsly from 9 A.M, 
On December 28. 1984. The counting of the afore¬ 
said seven Asscmblv S'-gments took place in different 
places. At Riverside P-oad Barrackpero in the elec¬ 
tion Office there is a big lawn and a temporary 
Pandel was erected having five senaratc counting 
balls in resnect' of five A'scmblv Segments, pamclv. 
134-Khardah. 135-PanihHti, 136-Kamarhatty, 137- 
Baranacorc, 13R-Di.im Diim, Counting in respeet 
of 91, Rainrbat fS.C.) Segment took place at Barasat 
Government College on the ground Poor in Hnji 
No, 1 Barssat. The counting in resnect of 130- 
Pelgac>,r,in Fnst Assembbf Segment tnok ulace at 
11. Netaii Snhbas Road, Pal 'iittn-700001 that is the 
Calcnttn Collccforate Building Crjnpting lif the 
Postal ballots took place at a different nlnep on the 
79*h December, 1981 commencinu from 3PM In 
the presence of the Returning nfficcr herself wh'Ch 
wn« last nlace for coupling 'eptiJn the nmaniucr of 

Rule 65 of the Conduct of Election Rules. 1951. 
This was the In.stitutc of Fducniion for women of 
the 2nd floor Hall No. 4 at Hastings House. Judges’ 
Court. AHporc, Calcultn-700027. The time of count¬ 
ing of the postal ballots at the said las' place for 
counting of votes at Hastings House, Calcutta as 
a fore said was scheduled to be held on December 
29, 1984”, 

4. The only contention raised during the hearing on behalf 
of the petitioners was that the petitioner’s rconest for allow¬ 
ing a short time in order to enable him to m.ake an applica¬ 
tion in writing for recounting of the ballot paners was ille¬ 
gally relected hv the Returning Officer who was the District 
Magistrate of 24-Pnrgnnas. without assigning anv reason and 
that accordingly this Court must direct a re-count. In this 
context it is alleged as follows : 
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“Your petitinoncrs stales that at 10 P.M, on the 29th 
December, 1984 the counting of the postal ballots 
was complete and after compiling the results of the 
several Assembly Segments as supplied to her by 
the respective Assisi ant Returning Officers together 
with the result of the counting of postal ballots 
done in her presence, the Returning Officer Sm. Ranu 
Ghosh recorded in the result sheet in Form No. 20 
the total number of vote allegedly polled by a 
each candidate and announced the same. Immediately 
after such announcement which was made under 
the provisions of Rule 63(1) of the Conduct of 
Election Rules, 1961 your petloner handed over 
the letter dated 29th December, 1984 signed by the 
respondent No. 2 addros.sed to the Returning Officer 
to Sm. Ranu Ghosh the Returning Officer and re¬ 
quested her that since the respondent No. 2 was 
absent and this letter which was handed over to the 
said Returning Officer was signed by the Respondent 
No, 2_in the morning and was with regard to only 
the refected votes which were 17000 in number and 
as such very unusual and the respondent No. 2 and 
many others had reason to believe that the reiectiops 
were not properly done. Your petitioner in his rapa¬ 
city as the election agent of respondent No. 2 
who was not present wanted to make an anplicalion 
for recounting giving some details which had been 
collected by him from different counting agents of 
different Assembly Segments even unto the moment 
of the announcement made under R"lo 63('1') as 
grounds, your netitioner needed about 45 minntes 
firne to write the atml'Cetion for recount and orallv 
praved for that lime to submit an .annliretion for 
rp'-ounting in writing This oral renuest was mads 
h'"' vouT netitioner a”d the letter whi''h was already 
sieped bv the resPourVtit Nn, 2 was brnded O'pr 
to the Returning Officer within a minutes of the 
Returning Officer making the aforesaid announcc- 
'ment under Rule 63(1) of the Conduct of Election 
Rules. Your petitioner states that surprisingly enough 
in utter violation of the orders issued by the elec¬ 
tion Commission in thi” behalf as contained in para- 
aranb 20 of Chanter XTV of the Fland Book for 
Returning Officers published on the. Ist January, 
1984 bv Sbri R, K. Tr'veni. Ch''ef Fler-lion Commis¬ 
sion of Tndia which enioins in mandatory terms that 
in the absence of the candidate b's ele-tinn aa-nt 
or any of bis counting agents can annly in wi-ltmp 
fn- a meoiint nnd in such case 'be RftOirning OfficT 
should ascertain from I’l'n as to h^w miiah time he 
would reouiro for mT’kinv au annliratlon for recount¬ 
ing in wilting and further enjoins that if the Return¬ 
ing Officer considers that the tinic apnlied 
for is reasonable and allow it, the Returing Officer 
should announce the exact hour and minute unto 
which the Returning Officer will wait for receiving 
the written application for recounting. The Return¬ 
ing Officer Sm. Ranu Ghosh refused to grant any 
time to your petitioner to make the necessary appli¬ 
cation for recoimiing, in writing and immediately 
passed the following order in writing and signed the 
same which is ns follows : 

IN THE COURT OF THE RETURNING OFFICER 
20 DUM DUM PARLTAMFNTARY CONSTITUENCY: 

ORDER 

Seen the prayer and heard the ele''tion agent for recount 
Since no such prayer was made earlier at any other staae 
where Assembly Segments were counted and result sheets 
in Form 20 were read the prayer at this stage cannot be 
entertained. Reiection was done in presence of the represen¬ 
tatives of the candidate at each Assembly Segment who did 
not challenee the relections at this lime. The margin m 
2703 which' is ouite big. Hence the prayer is rc);cted. 

Sd!- 

R. GHOSH, Returning Officer, 
20 Dum Dum Parliamentary Consliluency 
& 

District Magistrate, 24-PRrganas.” 


5. A copy of the said letter of the respondent No. 2 dated 
29-12-84 is aime.xcd to the pctiUoii which is set out herem- 
bclow : 

“In the Court of the Returniag Officer 

20 Dum Dum Fariiamentary Constituency 
Communist Part of India (Marxi.t), West Stale 

Co.mr.idteg Miizaifar Bheovan 31, Alimuahin Street, 
CaJcutta-700016. 

185, Dum Dum Uoad, 
Calcutta-?-!. 

29-12-84. 

To : 

The Returning Officer, 

Dum Dum Parliamentary Constituenry. 

Madam, 

Since in Dum Dum Parliamentary Con.sfituencv there has 
been huge rejection i.e. 17,000 ballot jiapers have been rejected 
and there is reason to believe that this rejeclion lies not 
always been properly done and the deflicit is 2673 approxima¬ 
tely, I demand a recounting in the Dum Dum Parliamentary 
Constituency a.s a whole. 

Yours fail lifiilly 
Sdl- 

NIREN GHOSH, Candidate l.’urn Dum 
Parliamentary Cciistiti ency. 

6. The admitted position is that before the nitdnigbl of 
28th December, 1984 the coimting of ballot papers of diiTereut 
assembly Segments w-ts comple'ed and that on 2e.ih Decem¬ 
ber, 1984. at about 3 P.m. the counting of postal ballot 
palters was s'ar'cd and ultimately at about 10 p,m. th: final 
result was announced. 

7. In this matter the issues were settled which arc as 
follows : 

1(a) Whether any ground has been made out in the Felec- 
tion Petition Justifying trial of the same on evidence to 
decide whether an order should be made for recount of Ihe 
b.allot papers of all the segments as well as the Postal llallnt 
Papers in respect of 20 Dum Dum Parliamentary Consti¬ 
tuency 7 

1(b) Was this Court jurisdiction to try, receive on enter¬ 
tain questions raised in the instani Election Petition ? 

2(a) Wliether the Returning Officer acted errorenusly in 
rejecting the verbal request of the petitioner for a short time 
to submit an application for recount in writing as alleged 
in paragraphs 26 and 27 of the Election Petiion V 

2(b) If so, what is the eilect of the same ? 

3. Was the result of the Fderfion of 20 Dum Dum''Parlia¬ 
mentary Constituency vitiated by improper rejection, im¬ 
proper reception and in acuratc counting of ballot papers ? 

4. Was the Election from 20 Dum Dum Parii.arrcnfary 
Constituency in so far as it concerns the returned candidate 
has been materially affected by such improper reicctinn, im¬ 
proper reception and inacurafe counting pf ballot papea ? 

5. What relief if any, the election petitioner is entitled to? 
By consent of the parties it was agreed that the issues 
Nos. 1(a). Kbl, 2(a) and 2(t') were to bo treated as prelimi¬ 
nary issues and they will he heard first. Accordingly, T have 
heard the Learned Advocates for the parties. 

Arguments 

8. On the preliminary issue Mr. Lala raised the contention 
that in view of section 170 of the Representation of people 
Act, 1951 (hereinafter referred to ns the 1951 Acl) the peti¬ 
tion for recounting made by the petitioner licreui having 
he-n reicctcd by the Returning Officer, this Court has no 
jurisdiction to entertain any such ouestion and the Icpd ty of 
the decision of the Returning Offi'’cr cannot be questioned by 
this Court. The said section is set out liercinbelow : 

“170. No Civil Court shall have jurisdiction 1o qur.stion 
the legality of any action taken or of any other 
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uecision givea by. Uie^ieturning OitiCer or by any 
pti'soii appxjiatea uiiuer iras Aoi m cybuetuoa wiui 
au Ciscuou.’' 


^ lu liiii context he has relied on a decision ;of this t-ourt 
in the case oi ivanaiial buauaeiiaiyya v. iNiKmi'uas xeporied 
in A.i.ic. lyny cui.uua an/, wneieni wiili reidrence lo sec- 
uon jU ot me representative oi peoples Act, lySO (ne'eiiiatier 
rexerrcu to as the iycu Aci) it was neid mat me Migh court 
hearing an election petiuou was a civil court wiiam the 
meaning ot section 30 of 1^30 Act. Ihe said section 30 of tne 
iyoO /iCt is set out herembelow ; ’ 

“30. Iso civil court shall have jurisdiction— 


(a) to entertain or • adjudicate upon any question 
whether any person is or is not eniitled to be 
registered in an eiectolal roil for a Consdtuency; 
or. 


(b) to question the legality of any action, taken by or 
under the authority of an electoral registration 
otticer, or ot any decision given by any authority 
appointed under this Act for the revision ot any 
such poll. 

10. in this connection he has submitted that if any appli¬ 
cation has oeen made under Rule 63(1) Conduct of election 
R,ules (heremafter referred to as -the said Rules) for recount¬ 
ing and it is rejected, then section 170 ot the said Act is 
atiracicd and no such question can be raised in an election 
petition. He has submitted that, however, if no such appli¬ 
cation is made under rule 63(1), such election petitioner on 
such ground would lie. Me has also submitted that, if any 
application is made, but it is not heard or nd decision is 
taxen aien section 170 is not a bar. According to him this 
case comes under t.b.c first category as stated above. In Ih.s 
cohnecdon he has relied on the loliowing decisions; Wapansao 
Vii. Ctiyou, A.I.R. 1971 S.C. 2126 (para 6) Krishna Kumar 
Sinha Vs. Returning Officer A.I.R. 1953 Calcutta 98 and 
Judgment of Ajit Kumar Sengupta 1. delivered in tlection 
Petition case No. 1 of 1982 (Shyam Sundar Gupta Vs. 
Deokinandan Poddar). 

11. Regarding the issue No. Uaj he has submitted that 
, there is no averment of afiy material or particulars for 

challenging the election made or for diiecting the recount. 
Such recount cannot be ordered except on exceptional grounds. 
In this connection he has relied on the relevant provisions of 
the said Rules and also on the following decision : D. P. 
Sharma Vs. Commercial & Returning Officer <Si Ors. 1984 
Suppl. S.C.O. 157 Beliram Ballaik Vs. Bshariial Khachi 
A.r.R. 1975 SC 283; S. Baldeb Singh Vs. Teja Singh A.I.R. 
1975 S.C. 693'. 

12. Mr. S. K. Ganguly appearing on behalf of the petitioner 
has firstly contended before me that section 170 of 1951 Act 
contains general provisions and section 100 contains special 
provisions and when there is special expression, they must over¬ 
ride the general expression, In this context he has relied upon 
the decision in the case of Mulji Vs. Dagor Municipality A.I.R.^ 
1922 Bombay 247 at P. 251. He has also placed reliance on Ihe 
decision reported in Paxnpakavi Rayappa Belagali Vs. B. I>. 
Jetty A.I.R 1971 S.C. 1348, Head note—B (paragraphs 9 and 
10) He has submitted that in an Election Petition the correct¬ 
ness of Electoral Roll cannot be gone into. Any matter re¬ 
lating to 1950 Act cannot be gone into but that does not 
prevent the person aggrieved from challenging the counting 
as such in an election petition. Recai ding the second submis¬ 
sion of Mr. Lala, he has submitted that out of the total 
number of votes rejected we are only concerned with the 
reiected votes which were doubtfull and which were rejected 
by the Assistant Returning Officer. He has submitted that 
on the basis of the si'me his client could have won bv more 
than 4000 votes. On the question of recounting be has relied 
on the deci'’ion in the case of S. Baldeb Singh V. Teja Sineh, 
A I:R. 1975 S.C. 693 However, he has very fairly admitted 
before me that the said ca^e was on the basis iof the rules 
regarding the counting which was changed after the 1970 
decision but that now these rules have again been changed 
and the present position is that the old position has been 
revived, that is the petition which was the subiept matter of 
B-»i(lvnnath Paniar Vs. Sifaram Mahato report in A.I.R. 
1970 S.C. 314. He has relied on the decision in the ease of 
Chunde- Sinsh V. Sree Ram Verma, AJ.Ri 1975 S.C. 403. 


He has submitted, that the letter of the r^ondent No. 2 
was not an application within the meaning of rule 63 and a 
accordingly time .should have been given to his client as 
counting agent. He has further submitted that even if the 
decision of (he Returning Officer was held to be unassailable, 
such counting may still be challenged in this election peti¬ 
tion. Even on the basis of fresh materials the Court 
may direct re-epuuting. 

Ca^s Cited 

13. Before dealing with the submissions of the parties, 1 
shall deal with the cases cited by the parties before me. 

14. In the case of Wapan Sao Vs. N. L. Odyou (supra) 
before the Supreme Court it was an appeal from the judg¬ 
ment of the High Court of Assam and Nagaland dismissing 
the appellant’s Election Petition. The appellant, respondent 
No. 1 Odyuo and respondent Nos; 2 and 3 were candidates 
at 37 Wakha Constituency at the election held in the month 
of February, 1969 for the purpose of constituting a new 
Legislative Assembly of the State of Nagaland. The res¬ 
pondent Odyuo was declared elected. Odyuo obtained 1517 
votes and the appellant 1485 votes. Odyuo secured 32 votes 
more than the appellant. The appellant challenged the elec¬ 
tion of the respondent Odyuo as a member from 37 Wakha 
Constituency in the Nagaland Constituency Assembly. The 
grounds for impeaching the election in so far as it concerned 
the respondent Odyuo had been materially affected by the 
improper reception of 348 votes cast in his favour by the 
personnel of the 12th Battalion Assam Rifles then posted at 
Wbkha and also by the wives of some of them who it as 
alleged in view of section 20(3^ .of the 1950 Act were not 
eligible to be enrolled as voters in the electoral roll of the 
Wokba Constituency. Secondly it was alleged that the 
majority of those 348 voters were not citizens of India and, 
therefore, the votes cast by them in favour of the reipon- 
dent Odyuo were void. Thirdly it was contended that if 
the aforesaid 348 votes or the majority of them as void 
votes were left out of account, the appellant had secured a 
majority of valid votes. In this connection reliance is 
placed on paragraphs 6 and 7 of the said judgment which 
are set out hereinbelow; 

“This Court in Ramaswamy V. B. K. Krfelmamurthy 
(1963) 3 SCR 479—(SIR 1963 SC 458) held that the finality 
of the electoral roll cannot be challenged in a proceeding 
impeaching the validity of the election. The effect of section 
30 of the 1950 Act was construed by this Court in the 
recent decision in Kabul Singh Vs. Kundan Singh (1970)1 
SCR 845—(AIR 1970 SC 340) to be that Sections 14 to 
24 of the 1950 Act are a complete Code in the matter of 
preparation and maintenance of electoral rolls and section 
30 of the 1950 Act does not confer jurisdictipn on a Civil 
Court to entertain or adjudicate upon a question whether a 
person is or is not entitled to register himself in the electoral 
roll in a constituency or to question the illegality of the 
action taken by or under the, authority of the Electoral 
Registration Officer or any decision given by the authority 
appointed under the 1950 Act for the revision of any such 
roll.” 

(para 6) 

“The Civil Court therefore would have no jurisdiction to 
adjudicate upon a question whether the personnel of the 12th 
Battalion Assam Rifles in the present case were validly re¬ 
gistered as service electors. The contention on behalf of the 
appellant in the present case was that the Electoral Regis¬ 
tration Officer had no jurisdiction to register the personnel 
of the 12th Battalion Assam Rifles as votes in Wokha Cons¬ 
tituency because the service persomie! under section 20(3) 
of the 1950 Act would be deemed to tlie ordinarily resident. 
On any date in the constieuency in which, but for his having 
such service qualification, he would have been ordinarily 
resident on that date. The gist of the appellant’s conten¬ 
tion is that the members having service qualifications can¬ 
not be registered as voters in the constituency in which they 
are posted or stationed in sfervice and the Electoral Regis¬ 
tration Officer would have no jurisdiction to register the 
persona hdvfng service qualification as voters in the consti¬ 
tuency in vltich they are' stationed in service. Tbe juris- 
’dittion of the filectoral Registration Officer who registered 
the personnel of the 12th Battalion Assam Rifles as voters 
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in Wokha Constituency was impoaclied on the ground that 
the service personnel were not ordinarily resident in the 
Wokt.’j Constituency and as such they were not eligible to 
be registered as voters in the electoral roll of the said 
constituency.” (para 7) 

15. I ought to point out that though it Jias not cited, in 

ilio same judgment, it has also been stated i)L follows to 

which 1 drew' the attention of the Learned Advocates. 

“The juiLsdiction of the Liectoral Registration ftlTiccr to 

regisier the voters was submitted on behalf of the appellant 

to bo an infraction of the provisions contained in Section 20 
of the 1950 Act on the Ground of the service personnel not 
being entitled to be voters of VVokha Constituency, and of 
sections 16 of the 1950 Act read with .sociion 62 of the 
19'1 Act challenging the qnalillcation of tl^c voters on ih» 
g ound of citizenship. This Court in Baidyanath Panjiar V. 
hitarnm M'ahato AIR (1970 SC ,114) held that the luck of 
power of the Hlccforal Registration Officer to register voters 
in violation of the provisions of the relevant st.ntilfes would 
lead to the ground of improper reception, refusal Or rejec¬ 
tion of any vote or reception of .any vote which i.s void 
and would therefore be a ground for avoiding the election 
under section 100(1) (d) (iii) of the 1951 Act." (para 9) 

16. In the case of Kanailal Dhattachaijec V.s. Nikhil Das 
(Supra) the petitioner who was an elector of Burtola Assemb¬ 
ly Constituency in Calcutta challenged the election of Nikhil 
Diis, the respondent No. 1 West Bengal Legislative Assembly 
in the Etncral election of 1967 Lorn Burtola Con.stituenoy. 
The principal ground on which the petition was based wasi 
that Nikbi] Das’s name appeared in the Electoral Roll of 
Toltolu Consliluc-ncy in Calcutta. In this Electoral Roll the 
adJic.ss of Nikhil Da.s has I’een shown a.s premises No. 124C, 
Dharamtala Street but Nikhil Das never was nor is ordi¬ 
narily a rc.sident at the .said premisen. In this context it was 
observed by the I.enrned Judge with reference to section 30 
of 1950 Act that the High Court is a Civil Court within 
the meaning of the same, 

17. This decision was followed In the H’ection Petition 
Case No. 1 of 1982 (Shyam Sundar Giipta Vs. Deokinundan 
Poddar) wherein the judgment was delivered by A. K. Sen- 
gupta, J. 

18. In the case of D. P. Sharmu Va, Commissioner and 
Retuming Officer & On (supra) it was an election appeal 
to the Supreme Court which was preferred by the defeated 
candidate. In that case election to the Lok Sabha .seat from 
i.nc Thirteenth Bangalore South Parlimentary Cou.stituency 
in the State of Karnataka was held on Januniy 6. 1980. 
The appellant was a Congress (I) ennuidate while respon¬ 
dent No. 12 was a Janata candidate. Respondent No. 12 
having polled the highest number of votc.s namely 1,9.8,390 
votes as against 1,95,663 voles polled by his nc.irest rival, 
the appellant, was declared elected. 8067 votes were rejected 
a.s having been invalidly cast. The election of respondent 
No. 12 wa.s challenged by the appellant by filing an election 
petition in the Karnataka High Court on several grounds. 
None of the grounds succeeded and his petition was dis¬ 
missed. Hence the appeal before the Suptemc Court. In 
support of the appeal suhstantiall'/ only one contention was 
urged by ooun.sol for the appellant. According to him, the 
recoid.s which were required to be maintained under rules 
45 and .56 of the Conduct of Election Rule.s, 1967 contained 
discrepancies and irregularities which showed that the entire 
counting process was defective neces.sitating a re-count of 
the Voles, It was submitted that under Rule 4^ the pre¬ 
siding Officer is required to prepare a ballot papers Account 
in the pro.scribed Form 16 (Parts I and II) In which de¬ 
tails with regard to the ballot papers receive ballot papers 
unused, ballot papers used at the polling stating and ballot 
papei.s found in ballot boxes are required to be given, while 
prescribed Form 20 contains the fnnl result sheet. It 
was submitted that if thrsc documents pertaining to all the 
rolling stations in the assembly segments which constituted 
the parliamentary constituency, prepared by the concerned 
presiding Officer, are scrutinised two glaring discrepancies’ 
would become apparent—(i) at some trolling stations in some 
of the assembly segments the total ballot papers which were 
actually found from the ballot boxes at the time of count¬ 
ing vvere in excess of the ballot ^papers which wete 
isnied and used by the voters at the' time of the poll and 
(ii) in some cases less ballot papers were found in the 


ballot boxes at the time of counting than what were actual¬ 
ly is.sucd and used by the voters. It was urged that such 
discrepancies clearly showed that th'e entire proccw of 
counting was improperly done, that the prescribed 
required to be maintained under the statute and the rules 
were not merely inaccurate but. will have to be regarded as 
unreliable and in this situation a case could be said to have 
been made out where the Court .should order a re-counL 
particularly when respondent No. 12 was declared elected 
by a margin of 2727 votes. The Supreme Court held that 
these contention were without substance. The Supreme 
Court pointed out that during the course of hearing before 
the High Court, the Returning Officer, who is impleaded as 
a party respondent to the elo.tion petition, was di ected to 
prepare and file a statement .showing clearly the discrepan¬ 
cies between the number of ballot papers issued and used 
by the voters and the ballot papers that were actually found 
in the ballot boxes and counted and t.ikcn into account at 
the time of counting at all the polling stations in all the 8 
assembly segments constituting the Thirteenth Bangalore 
South Parliamentary Constituency and s“ch statement was 
prepared and filed by the returning Officer before the High 
Court.. 

19. In Ihii.s connection the Supreme Court ob-served ai 
follows ; 

“On a careful examination of this statement it appears 
to IKS very dear—and this was not disputed by counsel on 
. either side before us, that the total ballot papers at all 
the polling stations in all the 8 assembly segments of the 
pailiameninry constituency which were taken out and counted 
from the ballot boxes were in excess to the tunc of 316 
over and above those which were issued and used by the 
voters while the total number of ballot papers which were 
found less than those which had been issued and used by 
the voters' was 20. The di.screpancy as regards finding of 
less ballot papers from the ballot boxes than what had been 
issued and used by the voters is easily understandable, for 
it is quite conceivable that some voters, who had got ballot 
papers issued to them might have walked out of the polling 
booths without casting them in the ballot boxes and such 
di,screpancy which in the instant case is only to the extent 
of 20 ballot papers is not of much significance. It is true that 
. the discrepahey which pertains to finding of cxces.s ballot 
papers from the ballot boxes over from the ballot boxes 
over and above those which had been issued and used by 
the voters would undoubtedly be serious but in the instant 
case such discrepancy is again in regard to very small and 
insignficant number, namely 316, It may be stated that the 
total number of votes that has been cast at the election 
■were to the tune of 4,36,536 and compared to the magnitude 
of the voles cast the discrepancy as regards the e.xccss ballot 
papers found in the ballot boxes is too insignificant and in 
any case It is nowhere near the merging of 2727 votes by 
which the respondent No. 12 defeated the appellant. Wo 
arc of tire view that these discrepancies are so insignificant 
in character that they could be safely attributed to accidental 
slip or clerical or arithmetical mistakes that must have been 
committed at the time of counting and preparation of the 
statements in Form 16 and 20. In our view, these discrepan¬ 
cies by themselves do not make out a case for directing a 
re-oount of votes.” 


20. In this connection the Supreme Court further observed 
as follows ;— 

"It is well established that in order to obtain re-count of 
votes a proper foundation is required to be laid by the 
election petitioner indicating the precise material on the 
basis of w'hich it could be urged by him with some sub¬ 
stance that there has been either improper reception of 
invalid votes in favour of the elected candidate or improper 
rejection of valid votes in favour of the defeated candidates 
or wrong counting of votes in favour of the defeated candi¬ 
dates or wrong counting votes in favour of' the elected 
candidate which' had in reality been cast in favour of 
the defeated candidate. Admittedly no such material was 
plabed by the appellant either before The' High Court or 
this Court. In that view of the ■matter' by themMlvcg the 
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discrepancies which have been pointed out by counsel for 
the appellant in the statements required to be prepared 
under Rules 45 and 56, do not make out a case for directing 
a re-count of votes,” 

■'Apart from the aforesaid aspect of the matter we directly 
asked counsel for the appellant as to whether it was his 
client’s case that because of tbc discrepancies appearing in 
the statement bf account of ballot papers {Forms 16 and 20) 
his client or his agents had stopped participating in the 
counting process and counsel replied in the negative. )n 
other words, the appellant or his agents had participated in 
the counting process with regard to each and eveiy ballot 
paper wbiich was found and taken out from the ballot boxes 
and ruised his obiection whenever he or they thought fit 
to do .so; in other words, the discrepancies in the piesciibdd 
forms, copies of which were furnished to the appellant or 
his ageats did not prevent him or his agents fioni effectively 
participating in the counting process. 'J he result was admit¬ 
tedly declared after all objections raised by the appellant or 
his counting agents during the process of counting had been 
taken into account and ruled upon by the Presiding Officer 
and even so no material was placed either before the High 
Court or before us laying the foundation for obtaining an 
order for a re-count. In any case as stated earlier no pre¬ 
judice is shown to biave been caused to the appellant by 
the discrepancies pointed out in the statutory Forms' 16 and 
20 particularly the discrepancies in regard to the eitcess ballot 
papers found would not have affected or altered the result 
of the election — 

Having regarj to the above discussion we feel that the 
High Court was right in dismissing the election petition. 
The appeal is, therefore, dismissed with no order as to costs.” 

21. In the case of Beliram Bhalaik Vs. Jai Behari Lai 
Khaohi and Another (supra) it was held as follows ; 

“A whimsical and bald statement of the candidate that 
ho is, not satisfied with tfae counting is not testamount to a 
statement of the ‘^grounds” within the contemplation of 
R 63(2), The application is thus not a proper application in 
the eye of law. 

Since an. order for recount touches upon the secrecy of 
the ballot, it should not be made lightly or as a matter of 
Course. The Court would be justified in ordering n recount 
or permitting inspection of this ballot papers only where all 
the material facts on which the allegations of irregularity or 
illegality in counting are founded, are pleaded adequately 
in the election petition, and the court trying the petition 
is priria facie satisfied that the making of such an order 
is imneratively necessary to decide the dispute and to do 
complete and effectual justice between the parties. Mere 
allegat ons that the petitioner suspects or believes that there 
has been improper reception, refusal or rejection of votes 
or there have been irregularities in the counting of ballot 
papers will not be sufficient to support an order of recount 
and inspection. 

22. Tn the case of S. Baldev Singh v, Teja Singh Swatantra 
and others (supra) it was held as follows : 

The Court frowns upon frivolous and unreasonable 
refusals of recount by Returning Officers who forget 
the mandate of Rule 63 that allowance of recount is 
not the exception and refusal is restricted to cases 
where the demand itself is “frivolous or un¬ 
reasonable”. ^ere the margin of difference is minR 
mal, the claim for a fresh count cannot be .sum-* 
marily brushed aside as futile or trumpery. If i 
uniform view, founded in legal error, has led to 
wrong rejection of votes, rectification by a recount 
on the sopt, when a demand was made, would 
have been reasonable. If forrnal defects had been 
misconstrued as substantial infrimities, or vice versa, 
resulting in wrongful reception or rejection, the 
sooner it was set right the better, especially when 
a plea for a second inspection had been made on 
the spot. Many practical circumstances or legal 
misconceptions might honestly affect the legal or 
arithmetical accuracy of the result and prestige’ of 
fatique should not inhibit a fresh, may be partia, 
check, of course, baseless or concocted claims for 
recount or fabricated grounds for inspection or 
specious complaints of mistakes in counting when 


the gap is huge are obvious cases of frivolous 
and unreasoname demands for recount. Malafide 
aspersions on counting staff or false and unienabte 
ODjections regarding valffffiy of_ votes also fall under 
the satme caiegory. %iiis is illustiaitive, nut ex¬ 
haustive, but underlines the need, in apptupriatc 
cases, to be reasonably liocial m re-check and 
re-co'uni by Rctunung Officers. After all, fairness 
at me poiis must not only be mamlest but mis¬ 
givings aoout me process must be erased i.t the 
eaiffesi. in deed, the Insirucuons m the rtand- 
uooK, ot instiuciions to Officers arc faiily cletr and 
law uown sound guidelines, judicial power to uuect 
lUbpecoun aud recount is undoubted Put will excr- 
ciscu sparingly. A Judicial rc-couni is not a maucr 
oi iigiu ana convuicmg, not conclusive, speciffcuy 
is Oi me essence, biccoon peiuiens come to oourt 
aiier a inonm and a ffalf and lipen for trial niOiims 
later aud ihcu the appeal, staiuionly, vested, in- 
cvuably follows. In tins operaiion litigation, which 
is necessarily proliactcd, liPCral recount or lax 
le-inspeciion of votes may create belated uncertain¬ 
ties, lalsc hopes and a hovering sense of suspense, 
lougatter elections arc over, gO i/eriimenls lormed 
and Icgislaiure.s begin to tunQtion. Moicover, while 
a recount, within ihe counting station, will the 
entile machinery familier with the process still 
available at hand and operational, is one Ih ng, a 
re-inspeciion and recount, which is an elujorate 
undertaking with mechames and machinery of a 
specialised nature and which cannot be judicially 
orougiu mio existence without an amount oi time, 
toil and expense, is a different thing. Less elec¬ 
tion liiigauon IS a sign ot a people's adult fraichise 
maiuuiy and advemurist cfpcuon petitions arc an 
miacLile disease to be suppressed. Held tlut no 
good grounds tor a Court order ior inspectioa and 
recount, existed, 

23. In the case of Jitendra Bahadur Singh v, keishna 
Betian and urs, reported in A.l.R. 1970 SC 276 it wiu held 
uS follows : 

“The basic requirements to be satisfied before an elec¬ 
tion tribunal can peimil the iuspctlion ballpt i.apers, 
are (1) Uiat the petition for setting aside the elec¬ 
tion must coniain an auequate siatement cf the 
maienal facts on which the peliiioner relics m 
support of his case and (2) the tribunal must be 
pnma-facie satisfied that m order to decide the 
oispulc and to do complete justice belweei the 
parties inspection of the baffot papers is necessary. 
The material facts required to be stated are those 
facts which cun be cansideted as materials support¬ 
ing the aUcgalions made. In otfier works they 
must such facts as to afford a basic for the ullcga- 
tions made in the petition. If an election pel tioner 
in his election petition gives some figures as .o the 
rejection of valid voles and acceptance of invalid 
votes, the same must not be considered as an ade¬ 
quate statement of material facts when the pet tioner 
has not disclosed in the petition the basis on which 
he arrived at those figures. His bald ascertio.i that 
he got those figures from thp counting agents of 
the unsuccessful candidate cannot affort the neces¬ 
sary basis. 

Similarly when the petitioner does not state in the election 
petition that any of the counting agents appointed fiy the 
unsuccessful candidate or his election agent in acco dance 
with the rules had been refused admission to the place of 
counting, mere allegations that the returning officer did not 
permit' enough number of counting agents to be appointed 
is an cxtremlv vague allegation. Under S 47 of the Re¬ 
presentation of People Act 1931, a contesting Candida e and 
Or his election agent may appoint in the prescribed manner 
one or more persons but not exceeding such number as may 
be prescribed by the rules, to be present as his counting agent 
or agents at the counting of votes and when any such ajipoint- 
ment is made notice of the appointmeal shall be given in the 
prescribed manner to the returning officer. Rules framed 
under that Act prescribe the number oE counting agents 
that a candidate may ap^int. The form of the notice 
required to be given under seefion 47 Af the Act is given 
in the rules. The appoint of the counting agents is to be 
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matie in the prescribed form in duplicate, one copy of which 
IS lo be forwarded to the returnins officer while the other 
copy should bo made oser to the counting agent. Rules 
also proviQo tiiat no counting agent shall be numitled into 
the place hxed tor counting unless he had delivered lo the 
ictii nihg officer the second copy of the insirument of h.s 
appoimment after duly coinplctnig and signing the declara^ 
tion contained tJierein. Hence the mere ailegiition that tr.c 
retinning olficcr did not permit enough numffiir of counting 
agcnis to be appointed cannot aft'oid the necessary basis. 

hi.nilarly as to the rejection of the votes polled in favour 
of me unsuccessful candidate, under the rules before a vote 
15 r .jected the agents of ihe candidates must be permitted 
lo exaimine the concerned ballot paper, 'Ijieicfoie it i.s 
qiuic easy for them to note clov/n the serial number of the 
concerned ballot papers. Therefore if the election petition 
is shent as to the inspection of the ballot papers or whether 
the counliiig agcrits had noted down the serial numbers of 
those balloi pimcis or whether those agents liaised any ob¬ 
jection relating lo the validity of those ballot paper.s, if so 
who those agents are and what are the serial numbers of 
the ballot papers to which each one of them advanced 
then objections the material facts required to be stated, are 
not satished and hence setutiny of ballot papers should not 
be ordered, 

24. In the case of P, R. Belagall Vs. B D. Jatti and Ors, 
reporied in A.l.R. 1971 S.C. 1348 (supraj it was held as 
follows : 

“Section 100l,d)[iv) does not entitled lire Court in an 
election petition to set aside any election on the 
ground of non-compliance wilh the provision of 
the Act of 1930 or any rules made thereunder wilh 
the exception of section 16 of the Act of 1950. 
In an clcclion petition, the correctness of the elec- 
tpral Roll cannot bo gone into (1965) I Mys U 
676 and AIR 1968 Pimj 1(PB) approved.” 

Tlie entire scheme of the Act of 1950 and the amplitude 
of its provisions show that the entries made in an Electoral 
Roll of a conslitucncy can only be challenged in aceoidance 
wilh the machinery provided by it and not in any other 
manner or before any other forum unless the questffin of 
violation of the provi.sions of Constitution is involved. 

J he question whether Ihe returned candidate was ordinarily 
rcsicent in the con.slituericy under section 19(b) of the Act 
of 1950 during Ihc material period and was entitled to be 
registered in the Hlectoial Roll could not be the subject 
mailer of enquiry except in accordance with the provisions 
of Act of 1950. 

23. In the case of Chanda Singh V. Shiv Ram Varma 
and Ors. reported in A.l.R. 1975 S-C, 403 it was held as 
follows 

“Rule 63 of the Conduct of Election Rules 1961 obli¬ 
gates the candidate to state ‘the grounds on which 
he demands such recount'. It is plain that a mere 
doubt or small lead or unspecified blemish in the 
manner of the counting falls short of the needs of 
the said rule. Under Ihe rule the demand for re¬ 
count may be rejected if it appeias to the Returning 
Officer lo be frivolous or imreasoniiblc. Wliat is 
not reasonably grounded, or seriously supported is 
unre.asonable or frivolous. Suspicious of possible 
mischief in the process or likely errors in counting 
always linger in the mind of the defeated ciindidatc 
when he is shocked by an unexpected result. The 
Returning Officer has to be careful, objetive and 
sensitive in assessing the legitimacy of the plea for 
re-iunning the course of counting, victory by a very 
few votes may certainly be a ground to fear un¬ 
witting error in count given o'.her circumstances 
tending that way. If the counting of the ballots are 
interfered with by too frequent and flippant recounts 
by counts a new threat to the certainly of the poll 
system is introduced through the judicial insirument. 
Moreover the secrecy of the ballot which is sacro¬ 
sanct becomes exposed to deleterious praying if 
recount of votes is made easy. The best .surmise 
if it bo nothing more than surmise, cannot and 
should not induce the judge to break open ballot 
boxes. If the lead is relatively little and/or other 


legal inffimitics or factual flaws hovtr around, 
recount is piopcr, not otherwise, in short, where 
tlic duierence is microscopic the sl_;ge is set for a 
icooiint given some plus point of c.c-ar si.spicion or 
legal lacuna mililaing against the .egulusiy, accu¬ 
racy impaitiahly or ODjeciivity beanng on the origi¬ 
nal counting, uf course, cvyi if iiie dii.crencc be 
mole than microscopic, if incre is a si nous flaw 
or tiavcsty of liie rules gioss iinertrrence, a libcial 
iepeU|t or recount cxorciso lo ciKCk o i possible 
iiiisiake is a lair exercise of power, lo .ain.sn ffie 
couiuiiig staff with was is easy toi any lai'ty who 
tlivorces means from ends. When the chaiienger 
Delongs to the party in power a heav; sirrm is 
thrown on the sLtengih of the nicral ii-re or the 
election staff whose leailcsg integrity is a gua. aniec 
Or purity of the whole process Du. vvho.,e fortime 
before and after the elections may be c st vMth a 
political govenmicnt who.5c key men may sometimes 
tahe Disturbingly keen (iucrc.st m the oatcomo of 
elections and election petitions, it.c Co.irt siould 
be reluctant to lend quick credence to the m.id of 
pai'tichiy slung at cguiiiing oliicia.s by despetate 
and defeated c.mdidates atihgiigh what is more 
important is the survival of the very democratic 
institutions on which our way of life depciffis. ’ 

Decision : 

26. I am unable to accept the extreme c.mlen on raised 
on behalf of the respondents that Section 170 oi the 1951 
Act IS a total bar to any question being raised in t'.c election 
penuoii regaruing improper rejection of b. Hot j upeis. It 
nas lo be pointed out in this counection that the p. titio.icr is 
not raising any maUcr lelating to the electoral roll I'r cerrect- 
nc.ss thertot. Ihe 1930 Act is a Utffie by itself. . t an clcc-- 
tion jxiuiioii, atiy question relating thereto c innyt be raised. 
However it is spceihcd in .section lOO of 1951 Act ilself 
the grounds on which such an clcclion pciition cat be enter¬ 
tained. Under the said section it has to be shov, n th.it on 
one or more of the grounds specihed tlicre.n, trie result of 
me election, m so fur as it concerns a reUiined candidate, 
has been materially affec.ed by improper recepuoi.. One of 
the giounds is refusal or rejection of any Vjte. j. ven if an 
a[iplication for recount ha.s been made befoie the Reiurnltig 
Ulliccr and even if the same has been rejcc.ed oy him and 
even if any action ha.s been taken or decision given by the 
Rciurning Ulliccr to' th.al eff'cci, in my opinion, Ihi. dots not 
p.cvent an election petition being m.ide ui der s ctioii 100 
on any such ground. In my opinion even if tne Co .rt hi arin.g 
an election petition be treated as a Civil CoiU, il Ihc ques¬ 
tion relates to one of the grounds .specified in si.hioii 100, 
then the Court hearing such election petition ca-. certainly 
entertain the same and section 170 would be . o b,ix to 
the same. Otherwise, the effect would ho i.iat such 
general provision in scclion 170 would take away the subs- 
mniivc right confcired on 5hc persons coneci ied tr challenge, 
the election on one of the grounds specified in ; jctioii 100 
of the 1951 Act. This will also be boinc out by ihc decision.s 
referred to above. The facts and circiimslai-ces the cases 
cited by Mr. Lala in support of his cont mtion are quite 
difi'eient. On the other hand, in the case ol ‘W'apm Sio 'Vs. 
Odytio (supra) Supicme Court iisclC relied u -'on t. c d.cision 
in Baidyanath Panjiar Vs. Sitaram Mahato r. porte . in A.l.R. 
1970 S.C. 314 which 1 have giiotej above. Accordingly I 
reject this extreme contention ot Mr. Lala. 

27. However, the question sd'Il remains as n whether 
>ihis Court will entertain this petition' and piss ai, order for 
recount in the facts and circumslanccg of this c: je. 'Wheii 
liny such recount can be made has been spec lcally men ioned 
and the principles involved liiivo been very clearly laid down 
by various decisions of the Supremo Court r ferte, to above. 
The admitted position in the present case is thai the letter 
of the candidate itself was suhmiUed and on th; basis of 
such letter an order has been passed by the Leturc ng Cfficer. 
1 have .already set out the letter and the older. The action 
of the Returnieg Officer in rejecting the applicfi on in (he 
facts and circumstances of (his case cannot be as .riled. An 
application for recount lo be made before the Returning 
Officer must be on proper grounds. In the prese it ca .e, on 
the ground specined in the letter, no such appi'eadon for 
recount should ivavo beep allowed, as pointed b- Su.crerae 
Court in the case of Bidiram Balaik Vs. Jai Behai i Lai 
(supra) a whimsical and bald statement is not statement of 
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‘gioUiiLs’ williin '.he meaning of Rule 63. In my opinion, 
this is not a eas; of frivolous and unreasonable refusal of 
fe-eoimt hy Rctmnma CJfficcr but it was a case of 'frivolous' 
and ‘rii rea:,,'liable' demand for recount. Reference may be 
iriLtde ii tf s connection to the Supreme Conn decisions in 
S. ii.iIiJcv f ingh Vs. Teja Singh .Swatanira (Supra) Chanda 
Singh \'s. S nv R; m Varma (Supra). /I am unable to accept 
the co./'.eni on of Mr. Ganguly that this letter was not an 
aprlicadon within the meaning of rule 63 of the Rules nnd 
tlial a-.'.’orchugly sailicient lime to make an application under 
such Rule should have been given. It fs true that if no 
such applie uion )iad already been made, time .should have 
been given to the person concerned to make .such apnliea- 
tion. Blit in the present case the letter of the candidate 
itself ir, an applk ation within the meaning of the said Rule 
anri upon such application an order was passed. It was 
passed proocrly on the facts and circumstances as it stood 
tlie rele'iint time. The question of giving an opportunity 
to make any fuiiher application cannot and does cot arise. 
1 am also nrr.ible to accent the contention that any such 
oral'prayer for further application v>'as ma^c as this is not 
borne out by the records. The records do not mention 
about such prayer and it is not also challenged that the 
order has not been pioperly recorded. If any such oral 
applicadou was made, that would have been recorded and 
if not "eco/ded, it would have been challenged. 

28, Tile next question is that even if such recount has 
been rightly refused by the Returning Ofl'ioer, whether this 
Court has stilf the jurisdiction to direct a recount. Speaking 
as a prindide of law, in my opinion, merely because a 
decision has been given by the Returning Officer, that is 
not an end of the ma'ttcr and this Court hearing an election 
petition hrs still got the jurisdiction to direct the recount 
if a proper case has been made out in view of the specific 
grounds specified in section 100. For exampfo, in a given 
case such an application made on behalf of the defeated 
candidate may be rightly rejected by the Returning Officer. 
But that would not be a bar to a subsequent substantive 
election petition filed by an elector on the ground of any 
"improper reception 'or rejection of any vote" within the 
meaning of section 100 of 1951 Act. An ordinary elector 
is not expteted to know about any improper rejection of 
reception cf votes immediately after such counting but he 
n-.'ight come to know of the same sometime thereafter. 
Therefore, merely becau.se there is an appliaction for re¬ 
counting n;ade under role 63 by or on behalf of the cau- 
.didate, wb-ch is rejected, that itself cannot stand in the 
Way of an ordimry elector making an election petition tak¬ 
ing up sir h point. It may also be the case that where 
certain fac s were not known at the relevant time by the 
candidate ir the counting agent, but subsequently it came 
to dic’r kiowledge, in that case also the earlier order of 
rejection far re-counting would also not be a bar provided 
poper grounds for recounting is made out. It all depends 
on the frets of each case. In this case cetain allegation 
have been -nade in the letter, The main allegation on which 
the recount W asked for is that according to Mr. Gangulj' 
the position would have been as follows : 


Particulp''s— 



R2 

R 1 

P.^rr I3-.Kh>rda 

991 

152 

parr 15—Brnnegore 

893 

464 

Para 16—Fanihnti 

1036 

138' 

para 17—Rajptliat 

891 

216 

Para 18—Dum Dum 

687 

398 

Para 19—B igachia 

792 

327 

Para 20 —K^-marhati 

1049 

316 


6249- 

2.011- 


8260 

4238 


29. It is admitted before mo that the following procedure 
for counting was followed; On the 28th December, 1984 


the Assembly Segment-wise counting took place. As already 
slated, there were seven ascrr.Gly segments. In respect of 
each of such segments there were various tablris. In such 
tables wh'Io the counting was going on, in lespect of those 
ballot papens which were proposed to be rejected and regard¬ 
ing which no dispute or objection was raised by any of 
thc_ agents, they were rejected then and there. There was 
or is no further controversy or di'tputc regarding the seme. 
However, regarding those ballot papers which were sought 
to be rejected, regarding which objection to such proposed 
rejections were raised by any of the counting agents of the 
candidates present in the table, they were sent to the 
Assistant Returning Officer seating in a separate table and 
he gave a decision regarding the validity of those disputed 
votes which were sought to be rejected. Before such ilc:i- 
sion for formal rejection was taken by him, the representa¬ 
tives of both the candidates present before him got an 
opporutnity not only to look into the ballot papers but also 
an opportunity to note down the number of the relevant 
ballot papers. After the counting of a particular legislative 
segment was completed a statutory form was signed by the 
assi.siant Returning Officer. Accordingly such formality of 
the particular Assembly Constituency segment was perform¬ 
ed after the agent of the candidates had full opportunity to 
consider the validity of such rejection and had made no'cs 
regarding the particulars' of the same. As pointed out in 
the case of D. P, SharnTa Vs. Commissioner and Returning 
Officer fsupra) the applicant and the counting agents of 
rc.spondent No. 2 had participated in the counting process 
and were given opportunity to raise objections. All those 
countings, Assembly Segment wise, were finished by about 
10 OClock in the night of 28th December and the Forms 
were signed. On 29th December the Forms were brought 
before the Returning Officer and after considering the forms 
and returns filed and the counting of postal ballots the final 
decision was announced. It is to be pointed out that by 
10 O’clock On the night of 28th December, the cotin'ing 
agpnts who were present at the relevant places were aware 
of all particulars relating to the rejection of the ballots 
and the reasons of rejections, as required to be noted under 
the proivsions of law. including the number of the ballot 
papers concerned. If the grievance of the peiitioner was 
genuine then such objection would have been raised before 
and particulars' furnished to the Returning Officer. _ Not only 
that at the time of finally signing Form 20 relatino to the 
as.sembly segments, no uch obiection was raised, No such 
particular was also furnished before the Reluming Officer, 
that at the time or finally signing Form 20 relating to the 
available to thcff' at least by 10 P.M, on 28th December. 
In my opinion, had it been genuine, then this obieciion 
would have been raised before the Assistant Returning Offi¬ 
cer at the time dt declaring results of the Assembly Seg¬ 
ments and such particulars in writing would have been fur- 
nShed befee the Returning Officer. Th's i.s not case wb=re 
the petitioner has come to know for the first time after 
*be re.sults were announced that there was improper rejec¬ 
tion of votes. No such allegation was made or particulars 
given in the petition filed before the Returning Oifleor for 
recounting. The particulars of the ballot papers were not 
given. If the facts alleged in the election petition had been 
correct there would have been an objection made before 
the Assistant Returning Officer before his filling of Form 
20 and those particulars with special reference lo the ballot 
numbers, would have found place in the application for re¬ 
counting made before the Retoming Officer under rule 63. 
The absence of the same shows that this is merely an 
after thought and merely a fishing expedition. The election 
is sacrosanct. It cannot be interfered with and the ballot 
papers cannot be disturbed and sccrecv must be maintained 
until and unless a very special case has been made out for 
reopening all these things and for having a recount. The 
Court must be prima facie satisfied that the making of 
such order is imperatively necessary to decide the dispute 
nnd lo do complete and effective jc'Stice between the parties. 
Such judicial power to re-count must be used .sparingly. It 
is not a matter of right. Convincing hut not necessarily a 
conclusive case must he made out. Beliram Balaik Vs. 
Beharilal (supraR S. Baldev Sinnh Vs. Teja Singh Swatan- 
tra (supra) Jitendra Bahadur Singh Vs. Krishna Behari 
(supral. In niy opinion, in this case the petitioner has fail¬ 
ed to estabilsh such a casle and the application cannot be 
allowed. 
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30. For the aforesaid reasons, the preliminary issues nre 
answered in the following manner : 

Issue No. 1(a),—Whether any ground has been made out 
in the Election Petition justifying trial of the same on evi¬ 
dence to decide whether an order should be made for re¬ 
count of the ballot papers of all the segments as well as 
the postal ballot papers in respect of 20 Dum Dum Parlia¬ 
mentary Constituency. 

Ans,—No, 

IssUc No. 1(b).—Has the Court jurisdiction to try, receive 
or entertain question raised in the instant Election Petition? 

Ans.—Section 170 is no bar but no case has been made 
but for thisi Court to exorcise its jurisdiction in the present 
case. 

Issue No. 2(a).—Whether the Returning Ofllccr acted 
erroneously in rejecting the verbal request of the petitioner 
for a short time to aubmiit an application for recount in 
writing ns alleged in paragraphs 6 and 27 of the Election 
Petition? 

Ans.—This Court is unable to accept that any such ver¬ 
bal request was made and even it was so made, it was 
rightly rejected in the facts and circumstances of this case. 

Issue No. 2(b),—If so, what is the effect of the same? 

Ans,—Question does not arise in view of the answer to 
2(a). 

31, Having regard to my decision on the preliminary 
issues as aforesaid, the parties are agreed that there is 
nothing left sio far as the main election petition is concern¬ 


ed and accordingly by consent Of the parties the same Is 
treated as in the day's list and is dismissed, 

32. So far as the cost is concerned, a sum of Rs, 1,000/- 

is to he paid to the respondent No. 1 out of the money 

dcpo.sitcd by the petitioner and the balance amoimt is to be 
returned to the petitioner's Advocate on record, 

33. Having regard to my decision in this case the amount 

deposited by the respondent No. 1 is to be returned back 

to the respondent No, 1. 

34. In view of m<y decision in this case, the application 
under section 97 of the Act has become infructuous and 
accordingly it is not pressed. No order is passed therein. 

Sd/- 

for Registrar, High Court 
Original Side, Calcutta. 
ELECTION PETITION CASE NO. 3 OF 1985 
IN THE HIGH COURT AT CALCUTTA 
ELECTION PETITION JURISDICTION 
Gopal Krishna Bhattacharya 
Versus 

Ashutosh Law & Anr. 

Judgment delivered by the Hon’bTe Mr. Justice Bimal 
Chandra Basak this Hth day of October 1985. 

ll-10-85:Mr. S. K. Gangnli appears & submit Mr. R. K. 
Lala appears and submits. The Court ; Judgment delivered, 

Sd/- 

For Registrar. High Court 
Original Side, Calcutta. 
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